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THE EFFECTS OF REPEATED READINGS ON THIRD GRADE STUDENTS’ 
READING ACHIEVEMENT AND ATTITUDES 
ABSTRACT 
This study investigated the effects of a reading strategy, repeated readings, on third grade 
students’ reading achievement and attitudes.  One hundred sixteen third grade students as 
members of six classrooms in one elementary school participated in this 10 week study.  
Using a quasi-experimental pretest posttest design, students’ mean reading scores and 
mean reading attitude scores were evaluated.  The Measures of Academic Progress test 
was used to collect data on students’ reading achievement (Northwest Evaluation 
Association, 2009), and student attitudes toward reading were measured by the 
Elementary Reading Attitude Survey (ERAS) (McKenna & Kear, 1990).  Data was 
analyzed using analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) to determine if there was a statistically 
significant difference between observed differences in mean scores of treatment and 
control groups.  No significant differences were found for students receiving the repeated 
readings intervention compared to students who did not receive treatment.  Additionally, 
data analysis from the ERAS revealed no significant differences in students’ mean 
attitude reading scores between the control and experimental groups.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
According to The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES, 2009), nearly 
two-thirds of our nation’s fourth grade students and three-fourths of eighth grade students 
cannot read at a proficient level.  Based on The National Assessment for Educational 
Progress descriptors, fourth grade students scoring proficient, a cut-off score of 238, are 
able to “integrate and interpret texts and apply their understanding of the text to draw 
conclusions and make evaluations” (NCES, 2009, p.18).  Eighth grade students earning a 
cut off score of 281 indicating proficiency in reading should be able to summarize the 
main ideas of passages, make inferences with substantial support, connect ideas within 
the text, and analyze the text features. 
For diverse subgroups, reading achievement gaps have remained steady and 
unchanged for the past eight years (NCES, 2009).  Increasing reading achievement has 
been at the forefront of educational research for decades; however, with the federal 
legislation of No Child Left Behind (2002), teachers and educational leaders have been 
charged with employing scientifically based research strategies and are held accountable 
for student achievement.   
Academic success, personal independence, and secure employment depend on the 
fundamental skill of reading (Calhoon, 2005).  Illiteracy impedes productive 
contributions that citizens can offer to society as a whole (Wedgeworth, 2003).  
Therefore, it is the continued quest of researchers and educators to search for the most 
effective strategies to teach reading and discover the cognitive processes which are taking 
place during reading in order to improve the welfare of society (Marzano, 2003).  
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Educated, literate citizens have the potential to contribute positively to society, solve 
problems, make informed decisions, analyze and evaluate data, and expend their human 
capital on improving the daily lives of themselves and others. 
Background 
LaBerge and Samuels’ (1974) early research identified similar features of 
efficient readers: they read accurately and recognize words automatically.  They 
theorized that readers have a limited amount of attention.  If attentional resources are 
expended on lower level tasks such as decoding and sight word recognition, there 
remains less attention to devote to the cognitive demanding task of constructing meaning. 
Conversely, students who perform lower level tasks with automaticity free up attentional  
resources allowing them to focus on the meaning of the text.  Crediting the work of 
LaBerge and Samuels (1974), Rasinski (2006) noted that the theory of automaticity has 
influenced nearly every subsequent fluency instructional practice and theory.  With the 
understanding that the purpose of reading is to create meaning, fluency becomes a critical 
component in shaping students’ reading achievement.   
In 1983, Allington (1983) brought to attention the issue of fluency as the single 
most neglected reading skill. Then in 1997, at the request of the U.S. Congress, the 
National Institute of Child Health and Human Development (NICHD, 2000) assembled 
the National Reading Panel (NRP) to review research and determine effective reading 
approaches (NICHD, 2000).  The NRP compiled the results of their research in a report 
providing a resource for educators to determine best instructional approaches.  Reading 
fluency was identified as a key area of study and a necessary skill for comprehension and 
competent reading.   
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Extensive research reviews based on empirical evidence have determined that 
reading fluency is a critical element in learning to read and that fluency instruction is a 
vital instructional piece for reading programs (Chard, Vaughn, & Tyler, 2002; Grabe, 
2004, Samuels, 2006; Therrien, 2004).  Fluency research has become a major focus given 
the current emphasis on assessment based outcomes (Cassidy & Cassidy, 2007).  In a 
large scale review of developmental and remedial reading practices relating to fluency, 
Kuhn and Stahl (2003) found that fluency instruction is successful in improving reading 
achievement for students, yet little exists in classrooms today.  Teachers’ limited 
understanding of the role automaticity plays in developing efficient readers along with 
time and resources contribute to a lack of fluency instruction (Grabe & Stoller, 2002).  
Exacerbating the problem, students who struggle with reading fluency are often the 
recipients of watered-down instruction and are less engaged (Allington, 2002; Guthrie, 
Wigfield, Metsala, & Cox, 2004).  
Time spent reading is a significant variable in the process of learning to read.  
Over 30 years ago, Allington (1977) posed the question, “If they don’t read much, how 
they ever gonna get good?”  (p. 57).  With students reading an average of 150-500 words 
per week during reading instruction, he argued that students must be engaged in the act of 
reading rather than just skill instruction if they are to improve in reading achievement. 
Students must practice reading ample amounts of text.  Through practice, students engage 
in cognitive problem solving and develop fluency as all aspects of the written language 
are reinforced (Moyer, 1982).  However, additional research is needed to address what 
type of practice is needed.  Hiebert (2009) purports that during a typical 90 minute 
literacy block, educators have focused crucial literacy time on the technical skills of 
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reading rather than providing students with opportunities to actually engage in the act of 
reading.  Findings suggest that as children read more, their fluency, vocabulary, and 
comprehension skills increase (Hudson, Lane, & Pullen, 2005; Taylor, Frye, & 
Maruyuma, 1990).   
Problem Statement 
Students with low reading fluency rates will inevitably read slower, exert great 
effort, and have difficulties extracting meaning from text, thus resulting in low reading 
achievement (Stahl & Kuhn, 2003).  Students with low reading achievement are at risk 
for “increased difficulties such as poor grades, a dislike of school, frustration, low self-
esteem, and behavioral problems” (Somers, 2006, p. 87). Without data based 
interventions, these students will likely become low-level literate adults who are 
associated with unemployment and lower wages (Somers, 2006).   
The National Reading Panel (NICHD, 2000) concluded that instruction in 
repeated reading that includes scaffolding from teachers and peers had a positive impact 
on reading achievement. However, the report indicated a need for research on fluency 
instruction with experimental design and called for future research to include treatment 
and control groups.  Current reviews of literature and research studies on repeated 
readings have echoed similar concerns (Kuhn & Stahl, 2003; Roundy & Roundy, 2009).   
Although the method of repeated readings has shown to increase fluency rates, 
comprehension, and vocabulary, further empirical research is needed to investigate peer 
mediation, motivational components, and fluency oriented instruction (Begeny & 
Martens, 2006; Wilfong, 2008).  Therefore, the researcher in this study sought to address 
low literacy competency by evaluating a form of repeated readings which can be 
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implemented solely by the classroom teacher.  The researcher’s goals was to determine if 
repeated readings had an effect on overall reading achievement and reading attitudes for 
students in third grade using a quasi-experimental design.   
Purpose Statement 
The purpose of this study was to examine whether a repeated readings strategy 
had an effect on mean reading achievement scores and attitudes for students in third 
grade.  Recent studies have sought to apply research into instructional practice for the 
classroom teacher in order to have a positive impact on reading achievement.  Therrien 
(2004) suggested that future research addressing repeated reading focus on instructional 
components, peer mediation, and the impact on overall reading achievement.   
Significance of the Study 
This study was carried out using text that is slightly above to greatly above grade 
level.  Peer mediation, and fluency oriented instruction were added elements in order to 
focus on gaps in current research.  These components were included in order to provide 
information for educators in developing quality instructional methods that can be easily 
woven into daily literacy instruction (Roundy & Roundy, 2009).  This is necessary, as the 
federal government has called on educators to develop and implement reading programs 
grounded in empirical research in order to increase overall reading achievement  
(NICHD, 2000.)  In addition, many repeated reading studies lack rigorous quality of 
methodological criteria (NICHD, 2000). A well designed study was necessary to test 
causation questions and to investigate the effects of repeated reading.  
Research Questions  
Two research questions were used to guide this study. 
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            1.  Is there a difference between the mean reading achievement scores, as 
measured by the MAP test, of third grade students who participate in repeated 
readings and third grade students who do not participate in repeated readings? 
            2.  Is there a difference between the mean reading attitude scores, as measured by 
the ERAS, of third grade students participating in repeated readings and third 
grade students who do not participate in repeated readings? 
Null Hypothesis(es)  
Two null hypotheses related to the research questions will be tested to determine 
the effects of repeated readings. 
NH1:  There will be no statistically significant difference found between the mean 
reading achievement scores, as measured by the MAP test, of third grade students 
participating in repeated readings and third grade students who do not participate 
in repeated readings. 
NH2: There will be no statistically significant difference in mean reading attitude 
scores, as measured by ERAS, between third grade students participating in 
repeated readings and third grade students who do not participate in repeated 
readings. 
Identification of Variables 
The researcher will use a quasi-experimental, non-equivalent control group 
design.  The independent variable is participation in repeated reading. The dependent 
variable is mean reading achievement scores which will be measured using the MAP 
(Northwest Evaluation Association, 2009) test.  The Elementary Reading Attitude Survey 
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(ERAS) (McKenna & Kear, 1990) will be used to measure the second dependent 
variable, reading attitudes. 
 
Definitions of Key Terms 
The following terms unique to this study are defined as follows: 
 
Automaticity – fast, accurate, oral reading of text that is read at a rate similar to the rate 
of speaking with effortless identification of words (Samuels, 1979).  
Comprehension- the ability to understand what is being read (Cooper, 2000). 
 
Curriculum-based Measurement (CBM) - standardized assessment utilized to assess 
reading fluency (Daly, Chafouleas, & Skinner, 2005; Deno, 1985). 
Fluency - the ability to read text quickly, smoothly, effortlessly, with prosody, and 
automatically with little attention to sub skill tasks such as decoding (Hudson, Mercer & 
Lane, 2000; Meyer & Felton, 1999; Rasinski, 2003). 
Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) – standardized assessment used to measure 
students’ reading growth (Northwest Evaluation Association, 2009). 
Performance criterion - an identified set number of words read in a minute or in a 
predetermined amount of time (Therrien, 2004). 
Prosody - ability to read with expression (Dowhower, 1991). 
Oral reading fluency (ORF) - the number of words read correctly based on 1-minute 
increments  
 (Dahl, 1979; Kaminski & Good, 1998; Raskinki, 2003; Samuels, 1979). 
Reading attitude – how students feel toward recreational and academic reading as 
measured by the Elementary Reading Attitude Survey (McKenna & Kear, 1990). 
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Repeated reading – reading a meaningful passage of connected text several times until an 
identified level of fluency is attained (Samuels, 1979).  Several variations for the method 
exist, but all involve the repetitive reading of text with the goal of increasing fluency 
(Kuhn & Stahl, 2003). 
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 CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
With nearly 33% of America’s fourth grade students and 75% of eighth grade 
students reading below basic levels, it is necessary to develop research based methods to 
teach reading to diverse learners (National Center for Education Statistics, 2009).  
Literate adults are essential for success in an ever-changing, global society, yet many 
students continue to lack basic literacy skills.  If students have problematic reading skills 
in third grade, research indicates that 74% of these students will continue to be poor 
readers in ninth grade (Lyon & Moats, 1997).  Reading difficulties continue to follow 
students throughout their lives.  In educational institutions for adult learners, 20% of the 
variance in students’ reading comprehension was found attributable to fluency (Braze, 
Tabor, Shankweiler & Mencl, 2007). 
Low fluency and comprehension has been linked to struggling readers, and 
therefore, has received much attention in the last 20 years (Anderson, Wilson, & 
Fielding, 1988; Schilling, Carlisle, Scott, & Zeng, 2007).  With numerous correlational 
studies showing a relationship between reading fluency and overall reading achievement, 
fluency has become an essential focus for reading instruction.  It is a foundational aspect 
of reading instruction and a skill necessary for competent reading due to its influence on 
comprehension (Fuchs, Fuchs, Hops, & Jenkins, 2001).   
Students must encounter a substantial amount of print in order in increase their 
reading achievement (Bridge, Winograd, & Haley, 1983; Dowhower, 1987).  High-
fluency readers read more text, are better at comprehension tasks, and read faster than 
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low-fluency readers.  Fluent readers read accurately, expressively, and recognize words 
with automaticity.  Fluency allows the reader to attend to comprehension tasks, thus, 
increasing reading achievement (Schatschneider et al., 2004).   
Repeated readings is a strategy that increases fluency rates, giving students an 
opportunity to read more text and may serve as an intervention to assist low achieving 
readers and narrow achievement gaps.  The goal of this study was to determine if 
repeated readings had an effect on overall reading achievement and attitudes for students 
in third grade.   
Within this review of the literature, the researcher considered key governmental 
reports that have shaped reading instruction.  Empirical research was analyzed and 
summarized.  Qualitative research was included because of the rich data it provides on 
students’ attitudes toward reading.  A synthesis of the research describes the rigor of the 
methodologies.  This chapter is organized into the following sections: Theoretical 
Literature Related to Reading Fluency Development, Historical Development of Reading 
Research, Current Trends in Reading Research, Empirical Research on Repeated 
Readings, and Conclusion.  
Conceptual or Theoretical Framework 
 Theory of automaticity.  In order to attain higher levels of reading achievement, 
the student must be able to perform certain tasks automatically.  LaBerge and Samuels' 
(1974) theory of automaticity served as the model of expertise influencing the framework 
for this study.  First used with at-risk students, the concept of automaticity was used to 
investigate if repeated readings could improve fluency (LaBerge & Samuels, 1974).  
LaBerge and Samuels (1974) found that as students reread passages, students’ level of 
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accuracy and automaticity increased.  According to the theory of automaticity, as a 
student develops the knowledge, processes, and skills to read accurately and with 
automaticity, they transform into a fluent reader.  This is considered a prerequisite for 
reading achievement. Reading is a complex process of interwoven skills and sub skills 
that are in coordination.  When a child learns to read, instruction often begins with letter 
identification and sounds.  Once this skill is mastered, students are taught how letters 
work together to create phonemes and words.  LeBerge and Samuels (1974) argued that 
repeated exposures will lead to automaticity; however, the concentration on accuracy 
should be developed first.   
 If the reader is able to perform lower level tasks such as word recognition and 
decoding with accuracy and automaticity, then the reader’s effort on lower level tasks are 
diminished and they can attend to higher level tasks (Samuels, 2006).  Automaticity 
includes performing the process with speed, autonomy, ease, and conscience awareness 
(Moors & DeHouwer, 2006).  Conversely, readers struggling with fluency have difficulty 
extracting meaning due to their excessive use of attentional resources on lower level 
skills (Schwanenflugel & Ruston, 2008).  
Efficient word identification permits the reader to focus more attention on the 
meaning of the passage, thus increasing comprehension.  Taylor (2006) explains, “In 
essence, if word recognition is overly time consuming, and especially if multiple 
fixations are required to recognize words, there is little time and attention left to devote to 
the meaning of what is being read” ( p. 15).  
The ultimate goal of reading is to construct meaning from text.  Reading fluency 
is a critical component of the reading process because it allows the reader to construct 
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meaning from the text (National Institute of Child Health and Development [NICHD], 
2000).  Fluency has been explained as the link between phonics and comprehension 
(Rasinski, 2010).  Recent research denotes that fluency is a skill that distinguishes poor 
readers from their proficient peers (Braze, et al., 2007; Macaruso & Shankweiler, 2010). 
The fluent reader has the ability to read with speed, accuracy, and expression 
(Armbruster, Lehr, & Osborn, 2003; NICH, 2000).  Fluency is developed as students 
realize letter discrimination, understand letter order, and recognize words immediately 
(Taylor, 2006).  With these skills mastered, the fluent reader can read with accuracy, 
speed, and expression. While comprehension strategies should be taught to facilitate 
meaning, Willingham (2006/2007) found that without some achieved level of fluency, 
reading strategies will not be effective.  If students are to apply critical thinking skills and 
engage in the text through fluent reading, comprehension can be achieved (Pikulski & 
Chard, 2005).  Because reading fluency is a contributing factor in reading 
comprehension, fluency must be attained in order to develop effective and efficient 
readers (Keehn, 2003).  
Vygotsky’s zone of proximal development.  Vygotsky’s work focused on the 
role of social interaction in cognition as well as the zone of proximal development (ZPD). 
Vygotsky (1978) believed that children and adolescents learn best when they are working 
in their ZPD.  This optimal learning zone is defined as the range of tasks that children are 
able to perform with support.  
Translated to instructional strategies, the educator must scaffold learning until the 
student is able to perform the tasks independently.  This structure and guidance may 
include breaking down the task into smaller units or providing feedback and motivation. 
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Within the ZPD, skills are developing, and the zone will change as students learn new 
tasks.  
This particular theory offers a focused perspective for understanding the role of 
instructional strategies related to repeated readings and fluency.  Current research 
identifies assisted, repeated readings with feedback as an effective approach to 
developing fluency (Lane et al., 2009).  Instruction using appropriate leveled text, 
rereading of familiar text, and feedback are three elements supported by current research 
as strategies to increase reading fluency (Shaywitz, 2003; Stahl & Kuhn, 2002).  Future 
research on the level of text in relation to students’ zone of proximal development would 
add to the body of educational knowledge.  
Reading Research 
Historical development of reading research.  The long debate focusing on the 
most effective approaches to teaching reading, known as the reading wars, has been 
centered on supporting either a phonics based or whole language approach.  The 
publishing of Why Johnny Can’t Read in 1955, placed blame on the word method as 
being detrimental to students’ literacy development (Flesch, 1955).  Chall (1967) 
synthesized reading research and investigated whether children learn to read better with a 
method that stresses meaning or with one that emphasizes a code found in phonics.    
Findings indicated that reading instruction emphasizing a code produced better results in 
word recognition and comprehension up to fourth grade.   
In a rebuttal, whole language advocate, Ken Goodman (1965) purported that 
children employ a variety of strategies to identify words including background 
knowledge and context clues.  The whole word method of reading showed improved 
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growth in spelling and reading abilities (Brown, 2006).  The impact of this practice had a 
profound impact on reading instruction beginning in 1960 with the introduction of the  
Dick and Jane series and continued until the turn of the century.  Goodman challenged 
the effectiveness of skill-drill practices in reading and practices that taught word 
recognition in isolation of text.   Along with his colleagues, Goodman developed a 
psycholinguistic theory of reading that ignited interest in researching the processes which 
take place in children’s minds as they engage in reading (Kim, 2008).   
Given Goodman’s findings, cognitive psychologists began to take interest in the 
thought processes behind the reading behaviors.  Throughout the 1970s and 1980s, 
cognitivism dominated reading research as investigators examined cognitive processes, 
the movements of the eye when reading, and how context affected word recognition.  
Again, Carroll and Chall (1975) synthesized empirical research in the publication, 
Toward a Literate Society and maintained that a balanced approach to reading was 
needed.  The authors called on researchers to investigate the effectiveness of a variety of 
approaches with a multidisciplinary lens, shifting reading research to a broad language 
development and comprehension focus.      
Allington’s work (1983) heightened awareness to the specific component of 
fluency as he deemed it the single most neglected reading skill. Researchers began to 
focus on fluency and the elements that influence reading achievement (Cassidy & 
Cassidy, 2005).  Future research seemed to ignore the once heated reading debate. 
In response to A Nation at Risk, (National Commission on Excellence in 
Education, 1983), the 1990s were teeming with scientific research revealing specific 
processes and practices regarding the teaching and learning of reading (Adams, 1990).  
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Based on her review of the research, Adams (1990) proposed an end to the great reading 
debate and advocated for an integrated approach stating, “Approaches in which 
systematic code instruction is included along with meaningful connected reading result in 
superior reaching achievement overall” (p. 12).  Similarly, In Preventing Reading 
Difficulties in Young Children (Snow, Burns & Griffin, 1998) the National Reading 
Council urged educators to integrate a balance of alphabetic principles, fluency 
development, and the construction of meaning as a foundation for reading instruction.  
 In 1995, results from the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) in 
California ranked students 38 out of 39 in reading achievement based on 4
th
 graders’ 
prior year scores.  California had recently sanctioned whole language and the method to 
be used in elementary reading instruction (Halford, 1997).  Following these results, states 
began to question the effectiveness of whole language methods and went as far as 
adopting state “ABC” laws that mandated phonics-based instruction.  
 The National Institute of Child and Human Development (NICHD) sponsored a 
large scale study reviewing research on the instructional components that benefit 
struggling readers.  Principle researcher, Dr. Reid Lyon, was charged with setting 
rigorous criteria for reading researchers, ensuring the investigators were applying correct 
sampling procedures and sound methodology allowing studies to be replicated.  Lyon’s 
(1999) research focused on reading disabilities and the causes of poor reading skills. 
Including 34,0000 students in his sample, he reported data showing that phonics and 
phonemic awareness must be included in reading instruction. 
 During President Bill Clinton’s State of the Union Address in 1997, he urged 
schools to voluntarily participate in testing reading and math achievement at Grades 4 
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and 8.  Citing statistics that our students are behind students in other nations such as 
Japan and that 40% of students are not reading proficiently, he advocated for a ten point 
action plan to improve the state of education in our nation.  Components included 
national standards, early childhood programs, modernizing school buildings, internet 
accessibility for every classroom, talented and dedicated teachers, and ensuring that 
students could read independently and proficiently by third grade (Hopkins, 2006).  
The National Reading Panel.  Experts in reading assembled in 1997 to form the 
National Reading Panel (NRP) to review research relevant to the skills, environments, 
and interactions that are critical for early reading skills (NICHD, 2000).  Only research 
published in refereed journals focusing directly on children's reading development from 
preschool through Grade 12 were considered in the review of the research.  The Panel 
reviewed only studies that were designed using experimental or quasi-experimental 
methodology (2000). Other criteria included large sample sizes and distinct instructional 
procedures.  The NRP compiled the results of their research in a report providing a 
resource for educators to determine best instructional approaches.  Five key areas 
necessary for reading competence were prioritized:  alphabetics, reading comprehension, 
teacher education and reading instruction, computer technology and reading instruction, 
and fluency. 
In the area of alphabetics, the Panel concluded that teaching phonemic awareness 
to children significantly contributed to gains in reading achievement and spelling, more 
so than any other method that lack training in the manipulation of phonemes.  
Specifically, teaching children in small groups to manipulate phonemes with letters was 
identified as a necessary instructional component of reading.  Studies revealed that the 
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teaching of phonics benefited students whether taught explicitly through systematic 
instruction, or implicitly when opportunities appear to teach within the context of the text 
(NICHD, 2000).    
Comprehension, the purpose for reading, was described as a complex process in 
which students are constructing meaning from the text.  It includes vocabulary 
development and an interaction between the reader and the text.  Vocabulary instruction 
must be tailored to students’ zone of proximal development and taught directly and 
indirectly in order to lead to better comprehension. Graves and Watts-Taffe (2002) found 
similar results and advocated word learning strategies to increase vocabulary.  
The NRP (NICHD, 2000) concluded that teaching comprehension strategies 
through teacher modeling was shown to improve understanding and should be taught 
through  a variety of methods including comprehension monitoring, cooperative learning, 
use of graphic organizers, question answering, and question generation.  In an extensive 
review of the literature, Williams (2002) found that teaching comprehension strategies 
allowed student to develop a deep awareness and led to increased achievement on 
standardized tests.  The link between fluency and comprehension has been 
comprehensively examined (Chard, Pikulski, & McDonagh, 2006). Wise et al. (2010) 
found that oral reading fluency was the strongest predictor of reading comprehension and 
may be an efficient method for identifying potential reading comprehension difficulties. 
The NRP (NICHD, 2000) sought to examine the effectiveness of teacher 
education and reading instruction focusing on how teachers are taught to teach reading 
and to review the research regarding instructional effectiveness of the methods.  This area 
produced the largest gap in research with few studies actually measuring student 
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outcomes or long-term gains.  The Panel strongly recommended further research in pre-
service and in-service education. 
With the surge in technological innovations, the NRP (NICHD, 2000) addressed 
computer technology as a means of reading instruction.  Again, few studies comprised 
the review with a total of 21 meeting the methodology criteria.  Preliminary studies 
determined that speech to text functions, word processing, and the use of hypertext may 
be promising technological strategies to increase reading achievement.  
Current trends in reading research.  Today’s instructional approaches in the 
classroom stem from the work of the NRP.  A variety of approaches can be combined 
resulting in a balanced literacy program (Farris, Fuhler, & Walther, 2004; Fountas & 
Pinnell, 1996).  The five pillars of reading instruction (phonemic awareness, phonics, 
fluency, comprehension, and vocabulary) which received ample attention from the NRP, 
are still widely considered to be essential concepts to include in reading instruction 
(Cassidy, Montalvo Valadez & Garrett, 2010).   
Similar to the NRP, the International Reading Panel published What Research 
Has to Say About Reading Instruction (Farstrup & Samuels, 2002).  In this book, the 
NRP’s conclusion on phonics instruction was supported.  Cunningham & Cunningham 
(2002) presented research revealing the positive impact of transfer-based phonics 
instruction rather than teaching phonics as an isolated skill.  Phonemic awareness and 
phonics instruction was identified as essential components of reading programs, but not 
sufficient to produce competent readers (Ehri & Nunes, 2002).  Armbruster, Lehr, & 
Osborn (2003) found that as students segmented, blended, categorized, and created new 
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words, phonemic awareness was developed and led to an improvement in 
comprehension, spelling, and word recognition. 
Fluency research. The emphasis on fluency as a central component within the 
reading curriculum, often guiding instructional decisions, can be attributed to the work of 
the NRP. (Rasinski, Blachowicz, & Lems, 2006; Schilling, Carlisle, Scott, & Zeng, 
2007).   Throughout the 20
th
 century and in the beginning of the 21
st
 century, a 
tremendous amount of research on fluency was conducted (NICHD, 2000; Raskinki, 
2006).  However, a great debate on the construct of fluency exists.  While many 
definitions measure fluency through speed and accuracy, other definitions include 
comprehension and prosody (Good, Simmons, & Kame’enui, 2001; Hudson, Pullen, 
Lane, & Torgesen, 2009; Rasinski, 2006).   
One commonly used measurement of fluency includes computing the accuracy of 
words read correctly within a given amount of time (Deno & Marsten, 2006).  Supporting 
this definition, Adams (1990) argues that the speed in which readers are able to translate 
text into oral language is the most significant characteristic of a proficient reader.  
Twenty-five years of research has established Curriculum-Based Measurements (CBM) 
as a valid and technically adequate procedure for measuring fluency and as an overall 
indicator of reading proficiency (Deno, 2003).  Fluent readers decode words with 
accuracy and speed. Oral reading fluency measurements assessing accuracy and 
automaticity have been validated through several studies (Deno, Mirkin, & Chiang, 1982; 
Marston, 1989).  
Curriculum-Based Measurements require students to read a brief grade-level 
passage for one minute while a scorer calculates rate and accuracy.  Rate is determined 
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by the seconds taken to read the passage and accuracy is derived from the number of 
deviations from the words.  Research has shown that oral reading fluency measures 
provide overall indicators of general reading ability (Fuchs, Fuchs, Hops, & Jenkins, 
2001; Shinn, 1998).  Through extensive research, this method may be the best available 
method for measuring fluency (Deno & Marsten, 2006).  Within this study the use of 
CBMs allow students to assess their own progress and serve as a motivational component 
for students.   
Fluency can be defined as the ability to read with speed, accuracy, and expression 
(Armbruster, Lehr, & Osborn, 2003; NICHD, 2000).  Hudson, Lane, and Pullen (2005) 
describe fluency as the “accurate reading of connected text, at a conversational rate with 
appropriate prosody” (p. 702).  Synthesizing the most current research to develop  a 
greater understanding of fluency, Kuhn, Schwanenflugel, & Meisinger (2010) propose 
the following definition: 
Fluency combines accuracy, automaticity, and oral reading prosody, which, taken 
together, facilitate the reader’s construction of meaning.  It is demonstrated during 
oral reading through ease of word recognition, appropriate pacing, phrasing, and 
intonation.  It is a factor in both oral and silent reading that can limit or support 
comprehension (p. 240). 
The decision to exclude prosody from the construct of fluency is often rooted in 
the ability to measure prosody through valid and reliable means.  Measuring prosody is 
challenging and may not yield beneficial data.  The NAEP fluency scales and 
multidimensional fluency scales which attempt to measure prosody are less accurate than 
curriculum based measurements (Klauda & Guthrie, 2008).  In addition, the most reliable 
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measures of prosody include reading rate, therefore, administering unneeded assessments  
(Torgesen & Hudson; 2006).  While there is clearly a need for further research regarding 
the role of prosody in becoming an efficient reader, this component is emerging as a key 
characteristic of fluent oral reading (Rasinski, 2010).  Prosody is evident in oral language 
as readers demonstrate expression by adjusting reading rates, pitches and volume.  Fluent 
readers apply their prosodic and syntactic knowledge about language to comprehend 
what they are reading.   It is the melodic feature of language that adds to the meaning of 
the text (Samuels, 2006). 
The National Reading Panel noted that fluency is often neglected in the 
classroom, and considered two instructional approaches that are typically used to increase 
fluency in the classroom: guided repeated oral reading (GOR) and independent silent 
reading (NICHD, 2000).  These approaches are often used due to the common agreement 
that fluency is developed through reading practice.  Guided oral reading procedures that 
included teacher, peer, or parent guidance were shown to positively and significantly 
impact fluency, word recognition, and comprehension.   
Given that there are a plethora of repeated readings approaches, the Panel did not 
delineate various methodologies.  However, The Panel urged researchers to investigate 
the components of instruction that are responsible for increased fluency and encouraging 
fluent behaviors through quasi-experimental or experimental design.  
Research on repeated readings.  Originally based on the work of Samuels and 
Dahl (Dahl, 1979; Samuels, 1979), repeated reading depends on the repetitive practice of 
text.  Dahl (1979) conducted a study in which second grade students were required to 
read a 100 word passage repetitively until they reached the criterion of 100 words per 
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minute.  Adjustments in text were made if students initially read outside the guidelines of 
35-50 words per minute.  He found significant gains in the reading rate and decreases in 
word miscues.  Thus, the instructional and intervention of repeated readings was born.   
 In a review of developmental and remedial practices, Kuhn and Stahl (2003) 
reviewed several empirical studies assessing the effects of repeated readings on fluency.  
Fifteen studies used a control group and varied widely in methodology.  The majority of 
students included those in second or third grade.  Six studies found that repeated readings 
produced significantly higher results, eight studies found no difference, and one study 
found gains for students reading familiar passages, but not transfer to new passages.  
Kuhn and Stahl (2003) noted that these studies had children read a set number of times 
rather than to criteria outlined by Samuels and Dahl.  Between three to five readings was 
the optimal number of repeated readings for improvements in fluency and 
comprehension.  This is significant in that the studies were not carried out using data 
informed by previous research.  The results measuring students’ comprehension mirrored 
the findings for fluency rates.  Kuhn and Stahl (2003) also reported that the difficulty of 
the passage could be a significant factor in their findings, and suggest further research 
regarding the effects of reading difficult and easy passages on fluency.   
O’Connor, White, and Swanson (2007) examined the difficulty of text passages 
and reported greater gains in reading rate materials that were on the students’ 
instructional level rather than their grade level.  Dowhower (1987) investigated the 
effects of repeated readings on second grade students’ fluency and found significant 
increases in words accuracy, comprehension, and transfer to new text.  As students reread 
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text, new sight words were learned and students were able apply these sight words to new 
text. (Neumann, Ross, & Slaboch, 2008). 
While it is well noted that repeated readings can significantly improve fluency, 
significant increases in comprehension skills do not always occur (Meyer & Felton, 1999; 
Morgan & Sideridis, 2006; Therrien, 2004).  The research on comprehension has 
produced mixed results.  At times, when fluency rates increase, generally, the same trend 
is found for comprehension (Kuhn & Stahl, 2003).  Previous reviews of the literature 
indicate that overall, the repeated readings intervention consistently improves students’  
fluency rates, yet these results do not always hold true for reading comprehension (Kuhn 
& Stahl, 2003; Therrien, 2004). 
 Studies that reported little to no improvement in comprehension often lack a 
measure of student baseline fluency data.  In other words, students that received a 
repeated readings intervention may not have had a fluency problem and, therefore, would 
not be expected to increase in fluency or comprehension skills (Therrien, 2004).  
Additionally, it may be that students were reading an inappropriate level of text.  A 
further explanation would likely suggest that insufficiency in comprehension skills could 
point to a deficit of higher order thinking skills such as monitoring the text (Therrien & 
Hughes, 2008). 
 Another factor in the unsettled research on repeated readings and comprehension 
is how comprehension is measured. Students rereading passages have ample 
opportunities to learn facts throughout the text.  This would imply that students receiving 
repeated readings intervention would perform best on comprehension measures that test 
 24 
 
literal comprehension; this is where students can find the answer and circle it within the 
text.   
Yet many comprehension measures test literal knowledge, which necessitates an 
integration of readers’ prior knowledge and a variety of information within the text 
(Therrien & Hughes, 2008).  These are the “between the lines” types of questions that 
students learn as inferences.  Because the repeated readings approach has not typically 
focused on inferential comprehension, it is likely that students will perform poorly on 
these types of measures.  
 Many researchers measuring comprehension do not distinguish between the type 
of questioning being used, inferential or literal, but report data as a total score.  In these 
cases, comprehension gains are little (Bryant et al., 2000; Simmons, Fuchs, Fuchs, 
Hodge, & Mathes, 1994).  Freeland et al. (2000) delineated between inferential and literal 
questions and found that repeated reading improved literal comprehension but did not 
have a significant effect on inferential comprehension.  
In order to improve the potential for repeated readings to affect overall reading 
achievement and comprehension, perhaps integrating text comprehension strategies 
geared toward both inferential and literal comprehension would produce better results on 
comprehension measures.   
 An unfortunate criticism of much of the current research lies in the research 
design.  Most studies regarding repeated readings have evaluated the effects of the 
intervention on small sample sizes or with individuals versus large group implementation 
(Klubnik & Ardoin, 2010).  This poses a problem for today’s classroom teacher who has 
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few resources and manpower to achieve this task.  In addition, generalization problems 
arise as results may not transfer to larger populations.  
In a recent review of the effects of repeated readings on the fluency of students at 
risk or identified as students with learning disabilities, Chard, Ketterin-Gellar, Baker, 
Doabler, and Apichatabutra (2009) vehemently refute prior studies on the effectiveness of 
repeated readings for the noted population of students noting that the “research on 
repeated reading has not been evaluated against the rigorous quality standards needed to 
justify the title of "evidence-based”  (p. 266).  Researchers should consider the following 
question, “Is the research base supporting the effectiveness of repeated reading based on 
high-quality standards of single-subject and experimental/quasi-experimental research 
that would lead to the determination that repeated reading is an evidence-based practice?”  
This study used the quality indicators of research set forth by Horner et al. (2005) and 
Gersten et al. (2005).  Only single subject and quasi-experimental designs were 
considered.  A total of 11 studies were reviewed, and results indicated that overall, these 
studies were not empirical in nature and lacked rigorous design methodology.  In the 
single subject studies, not one study met the minimum requirements for rigorous research 
in any of the seven categories.   Of the experimental and quasi-experimental studies, four 
of five met the acceptable documentation requirement in only one or fewer categories 
(Chard et al., 2009).   
 In a closer examination of the review, one noted argument arises: the selection 
criteria.  Chard et al. included studies with the instructional component of repeated 
readings, but neglected to choose any study that included additional instructional 
components.  For example, any research study that included comprehension or 
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vocabulary development was excluded.  However, given the surplus of repeated readings 
designs and the unknown phenomena of why repeated readings are effective in increasing 
oral reading fluency, a blended approach is favored to increase its effectiveness.   
For students in upper elementary grades, research has shown that these students 
may have deficits in numerous processes that are necessary for comprehension such as 
fluency (Kuhn & Stahl, 2003), word recognition (Francis, Fletcher, Catts, & Tomblin, 
2005), comprehension strategies (NRP, 2000), and motivation (Guthrie, Wigfield, 
Barbosa, et al., 2004).  With each of these components showing correlations and 
contributing to overall reading comprehension, it is necessary to deliver reading 
instruction that includes all components for the most advantageous results (Guthrie & 
Wigfield, 2005).   
The National Institute of Child Health and Human Development (2000) argued 
that although there are a variety of methods for increasing text comprehension, question 
generation may be the strategy with the strongest scientific evidence to support its use.  
As students are reading, they are taught to pose and answer questions about the text, 
allowing them to monitor their reading (Therrien, Gormley, & Kubina, 2006).  Therrien, 
Wickstrom, & Jones (2006) blended repeated readings and questions generation and 
reported a significant increase in students’ fluency and comprehension.  
Digging deeper into the research reveals that a variety of methods including 
rereading the same passage versus transfer passages, the difficulty of the text, the type of 
text, and motivation may affect outcomes.  Yurick et al. (2006) used total class and pull-
out methods to implement repeated readings in different formats and grade levels.  For 
students in grades 3-5, accuracy, oral reading rate and comprehension improved.   
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Ari (2010) implemented a reading intervention for community college students 
using both repeated readings and wide reading. Wide reading includes larger amounts of 
text, but without repetition.  Students attended a training session for 25 minutes, 3 days 
per week during class.  He reported that following the three week intervention, these 
developmental, adult readers significantly increased in silent reading rate, and both 
repeated readings and wide reading were equally effective in promoting growth in 
reading skills. 
Most recently, Lo, Cooke, & Starling (2011) executed research that included an 
adult-directed repeated readings intervention.  Second grade students practiced five 
challenging words, read simultaneously with an adult and then practiced the passage four 
to five times while receiving feedback on errors.  Results showed that all students 
increased in their oral reading rates on grade level transfer passages. 
In an effort to pinpoint specific components of repeated readings that may 
positively affect reading skills, a study was conducted with high school students in which  
Therrien (2004) found that repeated readings improved comprehension and fluency for 
students with disabilities and those considered learning disabled.  The researcher 
measured students’ fluency and comprehension on similar passages as well as on transfer 
passages.  On non-transfer passages, the mean comprehension ES increase was .67.  The 
overall ES increase for transfer passages was .25.  Therrien (2004) suggested integrating 
the following components into instructional strategies: 
 Adult implementation 
 Cueing 
 Three to four repetitions of the text 
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 Corrective feedback 
 Performance criterion 
Peer mediation.  Using peer tutors has gained popularity and momentum as a 
method for implementing repeated readings successfully in the classroom.  Students work 
in dyads to practice passages, provide error correction and feedback, and to deliver 
motivation and encouragement (Begeny & Martens, 2006; Fuchs & Fuchs, 2005).  
Evaluating the effects of repeated readings on fourth and fifth grade students at risk for 
emotional or behavioral disorders, Yurick et al. (2006) implemented peer-mediated 
strategies in which students alternated reading paragraphs for 10 minutes and graphed 
their progress.  Findings indicated that students in Grades 3, 4, and 5 increased in rate, 
accuracy, and comprehension.   
In a recent study examining the impact of peer tutoring and repeated readings on 
students’ reading fluency and comprehension, data show that the intervention was 
effective for increasing oral reading fluency for all students and comprehension for half 
of the targeted students as compared the their baseline performance (Oddo, Barnett, 
Hawkins, Musti-Rao, 2010).  Oddo, Barentt, Hawkins, and Musti-Rao (2010) reported 
that oral reading fluency and comprehension measures indicated that for the whole class 
(n=16), on average, students met the fourth grade goal of reading 118 correct words per 
minute and answering 20 comprehension questions correctly.  Student and teacher 
surveys showed favorable attitudes toward the intervention and 82% of students 
expressed interest in continuing the program past the 8 week study.  
This particular study extended previous research by investigating the effects of 
repeated readings using peer tutoring in small groups led by the classroom teacher, a 
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method that can be carried out with ease in today’s classrooms.  However, the design did 
not include a control group; therefore, positive findings may be due to natural maturation 
rather than to the peer mediated repeated readings intervention.  Additionally, when 
assessing fluency and comprehension gains, the same practiced passages were used rather 
than new, unpracticed passages.  This methodological limitation could be addressed in 
future studies by assessing fluency and comprehension using novel passages to determine 
if the skills are transferring.  
The use of student partners to support fluency development was used in two 
second grade classrooms in Moskal’s (2006) study of student self-managed repeated 
readings.  Partners lacking fluency skills were taught to complete a miscue analysis, time, 
and calculate the reader’s correct words per minute (cwpm).  In essence, the students 
were learning to facilitate learning and assume responsibility of their learning.  Four 
students were chosen from two classrooms to participate in the study (n=8).  Training 
focused on learning to self-manage reading behaviors and students were immersed in 
three elements: modeling, guided practice, and independent practice.  Selected reading 
materials were at the students’ instructional level, passages that students were able to read 
with at least 95% accuracy.   
Following 14 weeks of treatment, all students showed growth in pace, phrasing, 
and expression (Moskal, 2006).  Typically, second grade students should increase by five 
cwpm each month in school and given the length of time between the pre-test and post-
test during this study, expected growth would be 25 cwpm.  Students participating in this 
study increased their cwpm by an average of 29.8 and 40.6 respectively.  While the 
findings of the study are significant, several methodological issues exist.  The authors do 
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not provide information on the participant sample and how students were selected to 
participate. Based on the author’s analysis, it can be inferred that eight students were 
selected because they were identified as disfluent readers.  The study lacks a rigorous 
experimental or quasi-experimental design, yet there are elements that can be beneficial 
for current researchers.  Moskal (2006) reported that one unexpected outcome was 
student confidence.  Struggling readers seemed to exert more effort on the task of reading 
and improve their self-efficacy.  Studies which include student self-managed repeated 
readings are novel and may provide valuable information to practitioners that are seeking 
to motivated struggling readers.   
 Fluency oriented reading instruction.  In an attempt to mesh research and 
practice, Stahl and Heuback (2006) conducted a study on the effects of Fluency Oriented 
Reading Instruction (FORI).  The goal of FORI was to help children progress from 
decoding stages of reading development to the automaticity and fluency stages.  Lessons 
were developed that focused on comprehension as children read material at their 
instructional level.  Students were encouraged to read a book of their choice at home with 
someone for 15-20 minutes each day.  During the school day, the lesson consisted of the 
following: Discuss story, read story at home, partner read, journals or worksheets with a 
partner or as a class.  Echo reading, reading one section of a text, or reading the story as a 
play were options that could be utilized by the teacher.  The basic components of FORI 
include the following: 
 Teacher reads text aloud modeling fluent reading, comprehension, and 
reviewing vocabulary words. 
 Students reread text with a partner. 
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 Choral reading with teacher leading. 
 Additional activities focusing on comprehension (Stahl, Heuback, & 
Cramond, 1997). 
This long term study began with four classrooms followed by 10 classrooms using FORI 
in the second year.  The Qualitative Reading Inventory- II (Leslie & Caldwell, 1995) was 
used to measure students’ reading level. The average gain for student reading fluency rate 
was 1.88 grade level growth during the first year and 1.77 the following year (Stahl & 
Heubach, 2006).  The results support the notion that reading repetition of passages is a 
key component to increasing fluency.  Few studies of this kind have described in detail 
how the practitioner can implement research-based practices regarding fluency within the 
regular classroom.  However, this study lacked a control group, and, therefore, few 
conclusions can be drawn that can generalize to other populations or findings that can 
attribute gain to the intervention.  
 Within the FORI framework, Hiebert (2005) sought to investigate whether 
literature based or content texts had a significant impact on students’ fluency.  In a 
comparison of the repeated readings design using literature-based and content-based text, 
the group reading content material made larger gains in reading rate, although they 
received half the instructional time (Heibert, 2005).  These second grade students, 
reading from science and social studies textbooks, read 10 words more per minute 
compared to the students in the control group.  The authors hypothesize that the results 
are due to the overlap of vocabulary and content passages with fewer multisyllabic 
words, which allow the reader to focus attention on comprehension. 
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 Fluency-Oriented Reading Instruction (FORI) has also shown positive results for 
improving word efficiency and reading comprehension for ethnically diverse students 
(Turner, 2010).  Using a quasi-experimental design, second grade students received FORI 
as a reading intervention for a school year.  All racial subgroups made significant gains in 
word efficiency and reading comprehension measures.  Turner (2010) ascribes the 
outcomes to the emphasis on comprehension and the numerous opportunities for repeated 
oral practice.   
Readers’ theatre and poetry.  Readers’ theatre is another approach in which 
students read the same passage until a level of fluency is achieved.  Second grade teacher, 
Chase Young, implemented readers’ theatre for a year with the goal of motivating 
students to read (Young & Rasinski, 2009).  Although the study lacked a rigorous design, 
results indicated improvements in word recognition accuracy, automaticity, and prosody.  
Young described the positive and motivational effects on students as they enjoyed the 
opportunity to practice and perform scripts.   
The advantage of using readers’ theatre is that it is adaptable and easily 
implemented.  Students can be grouped heterogeneously and read at various levels.  This 
type of grouping has shown increased benefits to all students (Griffith & Rasinski, 2004). 
Changing groups frequently allows students to experience the fluency of other students 
(Casey & Chamberlain, 2006). 
Similarly, Wilfong (2008) discovered that using poetry as repeated readings 
passages, students’ reading attitudes improved.  The findings from these studies support 
the claim that fluency is not only an important contributor to comprehension, but also 
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important for motivation (Good, Simmons, & Kame’enui, 2001; Smith, Simmons, & 
Kame’enui, 1998). 
Oral recitation lesson.  Developed by James Hoffman (1987), the oral recitation 
lesson (ORL) provides students with a model for fluent reading, support and coaching, 
repeated readings, and performance.  The ORL includes both direct and indirect 
instruction as outlined in the following directions (Rasinski, 2010). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1.  Components of Oral Recitation Lesson. 
Direct Instruction Component  (2-4 days per story, 30-45 minutes per day) 
 
Part I 
 
1. The teacher reads a story to a group of several students.  
2. Teacher and students discuss text. 
3. Using a chart, the students and teacher create a story map with story 
elements. 
4. The teacher scribes the student responses verbatim. 
5. The story map is used for students to write a summary of the story. 
 
Part II 
 
6. Teacher provides mini-lesson on oral expression. 
7. Modeling prosody traits, the teacher reads a section of the story. 
8. Students practice reading the same passage individually or chorally.  
9. Teacher provides support and feedback of oral expression.  
 
Part III 
 
10. Students choose a passage to practice independently and to perform. 
11. Students and teacher provide praise and feedback: “Wow! The expression 
you used helped me understand what the character was trying to say!” 
 
Indirect Instruction Component 
 
1. Students practice their independent passage by mumble reading.  
2. The teacher checks for mastery by recording correct words per minute 
and accuracy. 
3. A subsequent story or passage is assigned to students who achieve 
mastery. 
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Often the reading basal used within the classroom or informational passages are 
included in the ORL.  Using ORL, Hoffman (1987) reported that this method 
significantly improved reading progress, especially for students who had not experienced 
previous success.  These second grade students made significant progress from word 
identification to comprehension.  Oral Recitation Lessons have also been shown to 
increase comprehension and fluency (Reutzel & Hollingsworth, 1993, Reutzel, 
Hollingsworth, & Eldredge, 1994). 
Similar lessons have been used in studies targeting both small group and 
individuals (Klubnik & Ardoin, 2010).  Investigating the immediate and maintenance 
effects of repeated readings on second grade students, Klubnik and Ardoin (2010) 
developed an intervention which included listening passage preview, repeated readings, 
error correction, and contingent reward.  For four of six students, the intervention resulted 
in greater words read correctly per minute and the percentage of words read correctly. Of 
the four students, three students benefitted similarly regardless of individual or group 
setting.  
Listening passage preview, listening only, and repeated readings have also been 
evaluated using alternating treatment design (Begeny, Krouse, Ross, & Mitchell, 2009).  
Listening passage preview involves the students both listening and reading the passage.  
In a small group intervention with four second grade students, findings supported the use 
of repeated readings followed by listening preview passage to increase words read 
correctly per minute with a follow up evaluation two days later.  
Reading motivation.  In order to gain meaning from print, not only are reading 
processes and skills necessary, but reading motivation as well.  Students must develop 
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and maintain a motivation to read in order to promote lifelong literacy.  Reading 
motivation can be defined as “the individual’s personal goals, values, and beliefs with 
regard to the topics, processes, and outcomes of reading,” and an important predictor for 
reading literacy (Guthrie & Wigfield, 2000, p. 405).   
The U.S. Department of Education assesses students reading behaviors and 
attitudes for students in grade 4 across the world through the International Association for 
the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA)(Mullis, Martin, Kennedy & Foy, 
2007).  Through an index of students’ attitudes toward reading, data summarizes 
students’ views on reading for enjoyment and the appreciation of literature.   
Data reveals that, on average, students who scored in a high index category, 
which would indicate favorable attitudes and motivation to read, were students whose 
data were significantly and positively correlated with higher reading achievement scores 
(IEA, 2006).  While 40% of students scored in a high index category, a similar 
percentage of students participating affirmed that they read only once or twice a month 
(Mullis, Martin, Kennedy, & Foy, 2007).  Morgan and Fuchs (2007) purport that reading 
skills and reading motivation are the two factors that can explain how often students read.  
Students who perceive themselves as highly motivated read three times as much as 
students less motivated (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997).  Struggling readers, on the other 
hand, lack motivation to read and can be identified before the students’ third year of 
schooling (Lepola, Poskiparta, Laakkonen & Niemi, 2005; McKenna, Kear, & Ellsworth, 
1995).  In a study tracking changes in children’s reading skills and self-concepts during 
the first three years of school, changes in reading skills remained somewhat stable, but 
students’ self-concepts did not (Chapman & Tunmer, 1997).  As students spent more time 
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in school, their reading perceptions of themselves changed from undifferentiated to a 
self-concept that was correlated with their reading ability.   
In a similar study, Chapman & Tunmer (1995) tracked students’ self-perspective 
and reading achievement from students’ first through their fifth year of school.  Based on 
the evidence, the authors concluded that students were increasingly developing self-
concepts based on their reading skills as years progressed.  Given these findings, it is 
essential to develop reading instructional strategies that promote student motivation at a 
young age.  In the present study, students were encouraged to track their progress, engage 
in cooperative dialogue, link their literature to social studies and science content, and 
perform for other students in order to increase motivation. 
Poor readers read less text, avoid reading activities, and have an overall dislike of 
reading for enjoyment (Pressley, 2002; Wigfield, 2000).  Morgan and Fuchs (2007) 
propose that a bidirectional relationship between students’ reading skills and motivation 
is a possible explanation.  In earlier research, Stanovich (1986) termed this phenomenon 
the “negative Matthews effects” (p. 360).  Students fail to learn prerequisite reading skills 
and experience continual failure which leads to a lack of motivation and behavioral and 
cognitive changes.  Then not only does the lack of reading motivation become a 
consequence, but a cause of future reading difficulties (Guthrie & Wigfield, 1999).  As 
students progress through their educational experience, these struggling readers are 
unable to reach expected reading standards, and they lack the will to exert effort.   
Extrinsic motivation.  Educators are familiar with the student who completes his 
or her reading log nightly because of the dire consequences they may face by their 
parents or teacher.  This example of extrinsic motivation illustrates how “an activity is 
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completed in order to attain some separable outcome” (Deci & Ryan, 2000, p. 60).  
Similarly, the student who completes homework because he or she believes it will 
advance his or her career is also exhibiting extrinsic motivation because the task is being 
completed due to its instrumentality rather than for sheer enjoyment.  
 Empirical research has shown through a negative correlation, the relationship 
between high intrinsic motivation and poorer reading skills (Schaffner & Schiefele, 2007; 
Unrau & Schlackman, 2006).  Many reading programs today offer extrinsic rewards and 
incentives such as Pizza Hut’s Book It, Subway’s Reading Rocks, and Accelerated 
Reader.  Gear, Wizniak, and Cameron (2004) investigated the effects of reading 
programs using incentives on student motivation.    In a review of seven studies, data 
showed that when students received frequent and immediate rewards and when students 
were given positive feedback, rewards had a positive effect on intrinsic motivation.  
However, many of these studies used self-selected samples of students, and many failed 
to compare the results to a control group.  Jensen (1998) found that extrinsic rewards 
reduced intrinsic motivation, diminished the love of learning, and sent wrong messages to 
students.  Because of the unclear conclusions that link rewards to motivation, additional 
research needs to be conducted.  
Intrinsic motivation.  In a longitudinal study, Becker, McElvany, and 
Kortenbruck (2010) delineated between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation and examined 
the relationship between these variables and reading literacy.  Ryan and Deci (2000) 
consider intrinsic motivation to be “the doing of an activity for its inherent satisfactions 
rather than for some separable consequence” (p. 56).  These behaviors are exhibited for 
the affirmative experience of extending one’s capacities (Ryan & Deci, 2000).  When 
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students act on their interests, they are able to grow in knowledge.  Students with an 
intrinsic motivation to read, enjoy reading for the sake of the task itself, find interest in 
their literature and experience positive emotions while reading (Guthrie & Wigfield, 
2000; Taboada et al, 2009).   
Empirical investigations report the positive relationship between literacy and 
intrinsic motivation (Baker & Wigfield, 1999; Schaffner & Schiefele, 2007; Taboda et 
al., 2009).  Lepper, Henderlong Corpus, and Iyengar (2005) reported similar findings in 
addition to data revealing that extrinsic motivation was negatively correlated with student 
achievement.  Intrinsic motivation is of utmost importance regarding the poor reader, as 
intrinsic motivation and decoding skills may explain the variances in their reading 
deficits (Logan, Medford, & Hughes, 2010).  
Reading motivation has been shown to explain differences in reading 
comprehension for students in Grade 10, even after controlling for a variety of variables 
(Guthrie, Wigfield, Metsala, & Cox, 1999).  Implementing Concept Oriented Reading 
Instruction, (CORI), Guthrie et al. (2004) included intrinsic motivation as an instructional 
component and found significant increases in reading comprehension equaling three 
months’ growth.  This blend of essential reading components included comprehension, 
strategic knowledge, and intrinsic reading motivation.  
What is it that educators can do to increase intrinsic motivation?  Morgan and 
Fuchs (2007) argue that practitioners must develop reading lessons based on scientific 
evidence that include motivational building components.  Quirk and Schwanenflugel 
(2004) suggest that teachers assist students in setting attainable reading goals and help 
students monitor their progress.  As students reach their goals, their accomplishment may 
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reinforce the idea that if they continue to work hard, they can become a better reader.  
Students may also need to be provided the opportunity to respond thoughtfully to text and 
to think about literature the way they think about life (Applegate & Applegate, 2010).  
Brozo and Flynt (2008) list six practices for increasing student motivation: self-
efficacy, engendering interest, connecting outside with inside school literacies, providing 
students with ample, interesting texts, expanding choices and options, and structuring 
collaboration.  Self-efficacy refers to one’s self perception and belief that they are 
capable of accomplishing a task and producing the desired result (Brozo & Flynt, 2008).  
Students who have high self-efficacy are more motivated and engaged than their peers 
with low self-efficacy (Pajares, 1996).  When teachers provide a learning environment 
that encourages goal setting and achievable goals, students are likely to continue their 
efforts on tasks.  Hidi & Harackiewicz (2000) reiterate Stanovich’s message in that 
students must have the will to learn as well as the skill.  Graves, Juel, and Graves (2007) 
purport that if students are to put forth and sustain their effort and motivation, then the 
majority of tasks that they are given, must be ones in which they can be successful. 
Igniting curiosity through a variety of instructional practices is essential for 
engendering interest in new learning.  Students are more likely to exert effort on tasks 
that they find interesting (Guthrie & Davis, 2003).   Fountas and Pinnel (2006) urge 
educators to introduce books in a manner that captures students’ attention and incites 
their interest, therefore furthering their motivation to be a lifelong reader.  The novelty 
that educators can create addresses the needs of humans to seek out new experiences 
(Williams, Hedrick & Tuschinski, 2008).  Educators can enhance student interest by 
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using multiple forms of literacy including digital literacy and by allowing students to use 
various sources of information (Brozo & Flynt, 2008).   
Today’s learners have grown up in a digital world, and they are digital natives, 
speaking the language of technology.  Therefore, it becomes the challenge of the educator 
to help students connect their technology literacy habits with school literacies.  While a 
student may seem impartial when reading out of the basal, this same student may be 
thoroughly engaged in text messaging, reading blogs, or emailing.  Alverman and 
Cammack (2003) describe how new media can increase student motivation and student 
interest.  When students are presented with connections between their daily multiliteracy 
practices and academic content, engaging and motivating students may become an easier 
task (Hinchman, Alvermann, Boyd, Brozo, & Vacca, 2004). 
With a variety and abundance of texts available, teachers can increase motivation 
to read.  The selection of literature in many schools is not what students desire to read 
(Worthy, Moorman, & Turner, 1999).  Brozo & Flynt (2008) suggest bringing in a 
variety of genres that are easily accessible and mirror the type of literature that students 
are reading outside of school. 
Giving students choices and options promotes a sense of autonomy and facilitates, 
rather than undermine motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2000).  Deci and Ryan (2000) suggest 
that one way to implement this into the classroom is by giving students options to 
respond and demonstrate their learning.  In this study, the investigator used digital 
literacy, options for response, and choices to improve student motivation.   
Brozo & Flynt (2008) define collaboration for motivation as the “critical social 
networks that support students’ literacy and content learning” (p. 173).  The first and 
 41 
 
most important network is the collaborative exchange with the teacher when students 
believe that educators are on their side and support them in the literacy challenge 
(Guthrie, 2008).  In addition, learning experiences that allow students to work 
collaboratively to increase their knowledge support the idea of social networks that 
strengthen student motivation (Guthrie & Wigfield, 2000).  Implementing book clubs  
and literature circles are examples of social learning experiences that may engage 
students (Breving, 2006). 
Summary 
 Students with below basic literacy skills are unlikely to improve without data 
based intervention.  With evidence suggesting that repeated readings may be a beneficial 
strategy for increasing fluency and overall reading achievement, it is imperative to 
investigate which instructional practices work given the extensive range of repeated 
reading methods.  Kuhn and Stahl (2003) note the many unanswered questions 
surrounding repeated readings and explain, “We are still not for sure what the role of 
repetitive reading is” (p. 14). 
 This researcher investigated if the repeated readings approach had an effect on 
overall reading achievement and attitudes for third grade students.  Since many questions 
remain on the effectiveness and design of repeated readings procedures, an experimental 
design addressing specific components supported by prior research was essential.  The 
current study considered the needs of the learners, motivational factors, skills needed to 
become a competent reader, instructional approaches that are engaging and scientifically 
supported, and materials that connect content to learners in a relevant manner. 
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In addition, many previous studies lack rigorous quality of methodological criteria 
(NICHD, 2000).  As mentioned previously, several repeated reading studies have been 
scrutinized, and the result is that previous findings may be negated even though overall 
results indicate benefits for students. A well-designed study is necessary to test causation 
questions and to investigate the effects of repeated readings.   
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter is to describe the methods and procedures used to 
determine if the instructional approach of repeated readings had a statistically significant 
effect on students’ standardized reading achievement scores as measured by the Measure 
of Academic Progress (MAP) test and students’ reading attitudes as measured by the 
Elementary Reading Attitude Survey (ERAS).  The researcher used quantitative inquiry 
as the methodology for this study.  Quantitative methods begin with testable theories and 
hypotheses that aim to explain phenomena (Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, & Sorensen, 2006).  
The variables were identified and relationships tested using formal instruments.  
Numerical data was generated in order to answer pre-determined questions and explain 
the events being observed.  A description of the research design, subjects, data collection 
procedures, instruments, and data analysis is included in this chapter.  
The methodology chapter is organized into six sections.  An explanation of the 
implementation of the research design is contained in the first section.  The second 
section describes the participants in the study followed by section three which explains 
the setting.  Information on the instrumentation is found in the fourth section followed by 
an in-depth description of the procedures in the fifth section.  Section six outlines the type 
of data analysis used in this study. 
Research Design 
In order to determine if repeated readings had an effect on overall reading 
achievement for students in third grade, the researcher implemented a quasi-experimental 
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non-equivalent control group design.  Quasi-experimental designs are appropriate for 
dealing with intact groups when random assignment to treatment groups is not possible 
and, therefore, do not disrupt the existing research setting (Campbell & Stanley, 1966).  
Specifically, a nonrandomized control group, pre-test/post-test design was used in order 
to obtain quantitative data regarding the effects of repeated reading on fluency.  Dimitrov 
& Rumrill (2003) support the use of this design “primarily for the purpose of comparing 
groups and/or measuring change resulting from experimental treatments” (p. 159).   
In this study, baseline data was collected for all subjects.  Experimental groups 
were exposed to a treatment and then group mean fluency scores between experimental 
groups were compared to control groups which did not receive treatment.  Initially, and 
following the treatment period, both the control and the experimental groups were given a 
survey measuring reading attitudes from which group means were derived and compared. 
Two research questions were the focus of this study and two null hypotheses were tested 
to determine if repeated readings positively impacted reading achievement and reading 
attitudes of third grade students.  
 
 Research Question 1:  Is there a statistically significant difference between the 
mean reading achievement scores, as measured by the MAP test, of third grade 
students who participate in repeated readings and third grade students who do not 
participate in repeated readings? 
NH1:  There will be no statistically significant difference found between the mean 
reading achievement scores, as measured by the MAP test, of third grade students 
participating in repeated readings and third grade students who do not participate 
in repeated readings. 
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            Research Question 2:  Is there a statistically significant difference between the 
mean reading attitude scores, as measured by the ERAS, of third grade students 
participating in repeated readings and third grade students who do not participate 
in repeated readings? 
NH2: There will be no statistically significant difference in mean reading attitude 
scores, as measured by ERAS, between third grade students participating in 
repeated readings and third grade students who do not participate in repeated 
readings. 
Participants 
 This study identified a defined population of students.  The population included 
third grade students in regular education classes in Elementary School A.  Approximately 
150 third grade students attended Elementary School A with seven classroom teachers.  
Four educators taught English Language arts in a block structure.  Each section was 
grouped by ability according to students’ reading scores on the MAP test which is taken 
three times each year. Students scoring below the 25
th
 percentile attended one of two low-
ability reading groups.  Students scoring between the 25
th
-60
th
 percentiles attended one of 
two mid-level reading classes. Two high-level level reading groups consisted of students 
scoring above the 60
th
 percentile. One educator taught reading in a self-contained, 
heterogeneous classroom.   
The selected school had two English Language Arts blocks consisting of 90 
minutes each.  The school-adopted third grade reading curriculum published by Harcourt 
Brace was used along with instructional level books used in guided reading groups.  
 46 
 
Because students were grouped by ability during English Language Arts instruction, the 
researcher selected subjects by ability based classes in which students were grouped by 
academic achievement.  Research was conducted during English Language Arts 
instruction time. 
This particular population was of interest because of their stage of reading ability. 
Typically, students in Grades 2-3 will be in a confirmation, or fluency stage in which 
readers are readily developing fluency skills (Chall, 1996).  However, because many third 
grade students are still reading below grade level and have not yet progressed to a fluent 
stage of reading, additional practice in reading and fluency instruction is needed. 
The researcher used matching to select classes for the study.  One lower level 
reading class was matched with another lower level reading class which constitutes 
students scoring below the 25
th
 percentile on the reading portion of the MAP test. Mid-
level and higher level classes were matched respectively.  Scores for the mid-level group 
range from the 25
th
-60
th
 percentile.  The highest level of students scored from the 61
st
 - 
99
th
 percentile. Between matched pairs, one class was placed in the control group and one 
class was place in the treatment group. 
 In Elementary School A 116 subjects participated in the study.  The control group 
consisted of 61 (53%) subjects and the treatment group consisted of 55 (47%) subjects.   
To determine group equivalence, statistics of student characteristics including gender, 
ethnicity, the price they paid for lunch, and the number of students speaking English as a 
second language was computed and reported.  Table 3.1 reports statistics regarding 
student gender. 
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Table 3.1 
 
Sample Breakdown by Gender 
______________________________________________________________________ 
                           Entire Sample             Control Group                Treatment Group 
______________________________________________________________________ 
Female               59 (51%)                      36 (59%)                            23 (42%) 
Male                  57 (49%)                       25 (40.1%)                         32 (58%) 
 
 
 Data of students’ ethnicity reveal that a majority of the students were Caucasian.  
The breakdown of student ethnicity participating in the study was <1% Pacific Islander, 
2.3% Asian, 15% African American, 34% Hispanic, and 49% Caucasian.  Table 3.2 
displays student race disaggregated by ethnic group. 
 
Table 3.2 
 
Sample Breakdown by Ethnicity 
______________________________________________________________________ 
                                    Entire Sample             Control Group                Treatment Group 
______________________________________________________________________ 
Asian                                     3                                  2                                        1 
 
African American                17                                 6                                        11 
 
Caucasian                            56                                 27                                      29 
 
Hispanic                              39                                 25                                      14 
 
Pacific Islander                    1                                   1                                        0 
 
In Elementary School A, the majority of students do not receive free or reduced 
lunch.  Forty-seven percent of students receive a discounted or free lunch, and 53% of 
students pay full price for lunch.  Table 3.3 presents a breakdown of the sample by price 
paid for lunch. 
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Table 3.3 
 
Sample Breakdown by Price Paid for Lunch 
______________________________________________________________________ 
                                    Entire Sample             Control Group                Treatment Group 
______________________________________________________________________ 
Free or Reduced Lunch       54                                  29                                     25 
Paid Lunch                          62                                  32                                     30 
 
The majority of students in the study spoke English as their first language.  Data 
shows that 70% spoke English while 30% of students spoke English as a second 
language.  Table 3.4 presents the sample breakdown by students’ native language. 
 
Table 3.4 
 
Sample Breakdown by Students’ Native Language 
______________________________________________________________________ 
                                      Entire Sample             Control Group               Treatment Group 
______________________________________________________________________ 
English                                           81                          39                                 42                    
English as a Second Language      35                          22                                 13                                          
Setting 
 This research study took place in a large school district in the southeastern region 
of the United States.  The school district experienced tremendous growth this decade.  At 
the time of the study, there were 30 schools serving nearly 20,000 students in grades PK-
12.  The composition of the schools was vastly different, as well as the communities in 
which students reside.  There were over 18 elementary schools, four early childhood 
centers, seven middle schools and seven high schools in the 2011-2012 school year.  Low 
graduation rates and poor performance on state standardized tests were a continual 
concern within this district.  In 2011, 30% of students did not graduate in a four year 
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cohort (South Carolina Department of Education, 2011). The formula for state funding 
was a pressing issue.  Forty-five percent of the state funding was restricted by categorical 
programs, thus encouraging a top-down approach to school funding within the state.  As a 
result, local districts had to tackle the tremendous task of matching these various 
categories or funding to the needs of schools.  
One school, designated as Elementary School A, participated in this study. The 
school was located in a coastal community, and tourism was the main industry with the 
influx of visitors fueling the local economy.  With the current state of economic affairs 
across the nation, the community suffered increased levels of unemployment, drastic 
decreases in home value, and skyrocketing numbers of home foreclosures and short sales.  
Many school personnel positions were eliminated due to state budget cuts. 
 Elementary School A enrolled over 790 students in grades 1-5.  The student 
population consisted of 47% White, 38% Hispanic, 12% Black, 2% Two or more races 
and <1% Asian/Pacific Islander.  Forty-one percent of students qualified for free or 
reduced lunch.  Thirty-eight percent of students spoke English as a second language. 
    One principal and one assistant principal were employed in Elementary School 
A.  The assistant principal has a background in special education and was a special 
education teacher for three years.  She has been employed in the current school for two 
years which was her first position as a principal.   
The head principal has held her position as the school’s administrative leader for 
13 years.  She served as a principal in another state for 13 years.  The staff has 
experienced great transition within this time period, breaking off as a separate public 
school from what were once four academies within one school.  Elementary School A has 
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changed its name three times within the last 12 years to reflect changes in curriculum 
organization.  An arts integration approach is infused throughout the curriculum.  
Students attended dance and theatre classes along with physical education, art, and 
health.   
 The teacher-student ratio was 23-1 in core academic subjects.  Fifty-five percent 
of teachers held advanced degrees.  Approximately 89% percent of teachers returned to 
their position from the previous school year.  One math coach and one literacy coach 
assisted teachers in planning lessons and effective instructional strategies.   
Instrumentation  
The researcher used a non-equivalent control group design with a treatment group 
and control group. The independent variable was the instructional method of repeated 
readings.  Two dependent variables were measured:  Overall reading achievement as 
measured by the MAP (Northwest Evaluation Association, 2009) test and student 
attitudes toward reading as measured by the Elementary Reading Attitude Survey 
(ERAS) (McKenna & Kear, 1990). 
 Data obtained from the MAP test was used to answer the following research 
question:  Is there a statistically significant difference between the mean reading 
achievement scores of third grade students who participate in repeated readings and third 
grade students who do not participate in repeated readings? The ERAS was used to obtain 
data in order to answer the second research question:  Is there a statistically significant 
difference between the mean reading attitude scores of third grade students participating 
in repeated readings and third grade students who do not participate in repeated readings?  
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The researcher selected instruments based on high reliability and validity as well the 
appropriateness of the instrument for testing dependent variables.  
 Measures of academic progress. 
 Developed by the Northwest Evaluation Association (1999), The Measures of 
Academic Progress (MAP) test was designed to measure reading and math achievement 
in Grades 1-8.  Educators use the data from this adaptive test to make instructional 
decisions and evaluate student growth.  For the purposes of this study, the reading portion 
of the test was used.  The reading sections measure overall reading achievement in the 
areas of reading comprehension, word analysis and vocabulary development, and literary 
response and analysis.  This is a computerized test consisting of 52 questions that has no 
time limit.   
 
 
Figure 2. Initial Screen from the MAP Test  
The test begins by selecting questions appropriate for a student on grade level and 
then adjusts questions based on student response.  The score is reported in a Rausch unIT, 
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or RIT score.  When the student has finished a test, a score screen will appear with data 
that can be accessed immediately.   
 During administration of this test, the students’ teacher and a proctor were 
present.  Each student was assigned to a computer, and the teacher and proctor monitor 
students as they take the test.  Teachers and proctors were not allowed to read any 
portions of the test or offer aid unless a student has an Individual Education Plan and this 
accommodation was explicitly written within the plan.  
 
Figure 3. Sample Question from the Reading Portion of the MAP Test 
The MAP test is a highly valid and reliable measurement of student reading 
achievement and growth.  Typically, the minimum acceptable correlation for test-retest 
reliability across time is .80 as stated in terms of a Pearson product-moment correlation 
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coefficient (r).  For the third grade reading part of the test, test-retest reliability is .87, 
with over 48,000 participants included.  
Because students may not be taking an identical test during pre-treatment and 
post-treatment, it is essential that the MAP test possess high test-retest reliability across 
forms.  The second test is comparable to the first by the nature of the content and 
structure, only differing in the level of difficulty.  Reliabilities for the third grade reading 
portion of the test are high; .89. 
Internal consistency was determined by calculating the marginal reliability 
coefficient.  “The marginal reliability coefficient is, in effect, the result of combining 
measurement error estimated at different points on the achievement scale into a single 
index” (NWEA, 2004, p3).  The marginal reliability coefficient is reported at .95. 
In order to ensure that the MAP test actually measures what it purports to 
measure, content and concurrent validity must be addressed.  The NWEA (2004) 
explains:  
Content validity of NWEA test is assured by carefully mapping existing content 
standards from a district or a state into a test blueprint.  Test items are selected for 
a specific test based on their match to the content standards as well as on the 
difficulty level of the test being created.  In addition, every effort is made within a 
goal area or strand to select items with a uniform distribution of difficulties (p. 4). 
 A Pearson correlation coefficient is used to determine how well the RIT 
scores/scale in the subject areas correspond to scores/scales from other established tests.  
The Palmetto Achievement Challenge Test and the Iowa Test of Basic Skills Test were 
used to establish concurrent validity and yielded a correlation coefficient of .77 at third 
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grade.  In correlation to the Arizona Instrument to Measure Standards and the Illinois 
Standards Achievement Tests, the correlation is .80.  The Stanford Achievement Test, 9
th
 
Edition, generated the highest correlation; .87. 
Elementary reading attitude survey (ERAS). The Elementary Reading Attitude 
Survey (ERAS) (McKenna & Kear, 1990) was developed as a quantitative method to 
measure students’ attitudes toward recreational and academic reading (See Appendix I). 
Consent to use this survey was obtained (See Appendix H).  Initially, 39 items were 
developed and tested for inter-item correlation.  After administration of the prototype to 
499 students, 20 items were selected based on inter-item correlations.  The final 
instrument, which was used in this study, was tested for reliability and validity with a 
sample of over 18,000 students in Grades 1-6.  
 Cronbach’s (1951) alpha was used to measure internal consistency for both the 
recreational and academic subscale, as well as the full scale.  This statistic is often used to 
measure internal consistency for surveys (McKenna & Kear, 1990).  Coefficients 
indicating high reliabilities were reported: recreational subscale, .80, academic subscale, 
.81, and full scale, .88.  
 To establish construct validity, the scores of student characteristics such as the 
ownership of a library card and time spent watching television, were compared with the 
sample members’ scores.  Scores varied predictably according to student characteristics.  
Validity of the academic subscale was tested by investigating the relationship of scores to 
reading ability.  Results indicated that scores reflected students’ feelings toward academic 
reading.  Evidence produced from factor analyses revealed that the traits on the survey 
highly correspond to the subscales (McKenna & Kear, 1990).  
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Procedures 
The researcher followed a specific timeline (See Appendix A) following approval 
of the expedited/full review application received from the Liberty University Institutional 
Review Board (See Appendix K).  Additionally, the researcher obtained permission from 
the school district’s chief instructional officer to conduct research in Elementary School 
A. The following section outlines the procedures in which the researcher followed 
throughout the research study. 
Obtaining consent.  The researcher met with the principal of the school to 
describe the study and explain the potential risks and benefits to subjects, and to gain 
permission to solicit teachers during a grade level meeting for participation in the study.  
After obtaining permission from the principal, the researcher met with selected teachers 
to explain the procedures for obtaining consent from students and parents.  Because this 
study involves minors, informed parental consent (See Appendix B) and student consent 
(See Appendix C) was required and obtained before the research study began in the form 
of a letter with all essential components outlined by Liberty University’s Institutional 
Review Board.  Letters in English and Spanish were sent home with students and 
returned to the classroom teacher.  When consent was obtained to conduct the study, the 
researcher began by training educators in the control group on repeated reading 
instruction. 
Training on repeated readings protocol.  The educators administering the 
treatment in the experimental groups were highly trained in implementing repeated 
readings.  Educators and raters completed a two hour training in which the investigator 
trained all personnel on the specifications of the treatment.  The training included data on 
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the importance of fluency and its connection to reading achievement, research on 
repeated readings, and a step-by- step protocol for the repeated readings method (See 
Appendix L).  The researcher used the children’s book Dancing Drum (Cohlene, 1990) to 
model the repeated reading lesson. Using a Promethean Board, the researcher displayed a 
flip-chart, similar to a PowerPoint, that guided the educators through the lesson.  Based 
on Dancing Drum, each slide prompted the teacher in what questions to ask or skill to 
teach. Figure 4 is an example of a slide used to direct teachers and students.  All 
flipcharts were between 23-25 slides.  Text at the bottom of the slides indicated how 
many slides the educators should cover each day and when to stop the lesson on days 1-5.   
 
 
Figure 4. Sample Page from Dancing Drum Flipchart. 
The researcher modeled the lesson while the educators and raters completed the RR 
Protocol and Rater Checklist.  When the attendees witnessed the items on the checklist, 
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they placed a checkmark by the item.  Educators were then asked to practice teaching a 
RR lesson using the Dancing Drum flipchart.  While teachers practiced their lesson, 
raters attending the training practiced scoring their lessons. All educators practiced the 
method until they were able to perform items on a checklist with 100% accuracy.  Raters 
also completed checklists until inter-rater reliability was 100%. 
Raters.  Gall, Gall, & Borg (2007) encourage the researcher to consider treatment 
fidelity and offer the following definition: “Treatment fidelity is the extent to which the 
treatment conditions, as implemented, conform to the researcher’s specifications for the 
treatment” (p. 395).  Raters observed three lessons and collected data by using the 
checklist that corresponds to the steps outlined in the specifications for the lesson.  The 
classrooms in the control group were also observed in order to document procedures 
during reading instruction to ensure that experimental treatment diffusion did not threaten 
internal validity.  Inter-rater agreement methods were utilized to make certain that the 
treatment was being carried out as set forth by the criteria for repeated readings 
instruction, thus enhancing the reliability of the study.   
Testing.  Baseline data was obtained within the first week of the study.  A 
member of the research team administered and monitored the MAP test.  Classroom 
teachers were also present during this administration but could not interact with students.  
Specific details of the characteristics of the members of the research team are included in 
chapter three.   
The MAP test served as a pre-test and post-test.  During testing, students entered a 
computer lab where they clicked on a start button to begin the test.  In order to answer 
questions, students must select the correct multiple choice answer and click the “Go On” 
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button.  Teachers walked around the room monitoring students, but did not answer any 
student questions.  A proctor was also present to ensure fidelity of testing.  
The initial MAP and ERAS scores were recorded to explain possible inter-subject 
variations.  An analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was used to account for variations 
(Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, & Sorenson, 2006).  Post-tests were administered to both groups.  
The Elementary Reading Attitude Survey (ERAS) (McKenna & Kear, 1990) was 
also given to all students during the first week of the study and following the end of the 
treatment period by a member of the research team.  The ERAS is in the public domain, 
and the researched documented permission for use (See Appendix H).  Analysis of 
covariance (ANCOVA) was the statistical methods for data analysis. 
Treatment period.  After the researcher collected initial data, the experimental 
group received treatment for 10 weeks. Students in the experimental group participated in 
20-30 minutes of repeated reading instruction during each school day.  Instruction was 
highly supported by the classroom teacher using picture books and read aloud books that 
were aligned with the Third Grade South Carolina Social Studies and Science state 
standards. 
Students were paired or placed in groups of three based on their reading levels 
obtained from the Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) reading scores. Short reading 
passages were introduced after the teacher read a picture book.  Students were trained  
how to determine the amount of words read correctly per minute, giving constructive 
feedback, and recording scores on an individual graph (See Appendix E).  The researcher 
recognized that this data may not be accurate given that children are compiling data; 
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however, calculating words per minute and charting progress on a graph is for 
motivational purposes only.  
First reading.  The classroom teacher read a picture book for the first reading of 
the text.  The teacher activated background knowledge by linking familiar concepts to 
new ideas.  The students and teachers engaged in a discussion of the text, identified story 
elements, and generated questions from the text.  Interesting or new vocabulary words 
were discussed and written on a chart.  Acting as a scribe, the students’ responses were 
written on a chart, whiteboard, or electronic whiteboard.  Following the read aloud, 
students received a short passage, between 50-500 words, that was extracted from the 
text.  The teacher directed students’ attention to new vocabulary words and asked 
students to underline vocabulary words or presumed difficult words within their text.  
Students were sitting in a group of three or with a partner, and they assisted each other in 
finding, reading, and highlighting words.  Students timed each other for one minute and 
recorded the number of words read correctly on a student graph.  Students stored their 
passage in a reading fluency folder. 
Second  reading.   With the whole group, the teacher began by discussing 
vocabulary words and student questions and responses.  The teacher posed questions 
related to constructing meaning from the text.  The teacher asked students to analyze 
whether the questions are right there, author and you, or on your own questions.  A right 
there question allows students to find and underline the answer in the text: a literal 
question.  An example of this question is, “Who is Anna’s best friend in the story?”   An 
author and you question is implicit and blends student knowledge with the information 
from the passage: an inferential question. For example, “How did Anna feel when her 
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best friend treated her poorly?” An on your own question asks the reader to delve into 
their own experience and make a connection to the text:  “How have you experienced 
being treated similarly by a friend?” 
The teacher will reread the text, asking students to join in.  Expression, chunking 
words into groups, and using context to decode and understand the meaning of words 
were strategies that were modeled as the teacher thought aloud.  Students returned to their 
seats to read the passage silently.  Before students began reading, the educator stated that 
students should read for comprehension and speed.  The teacher facilitated learning by 
asking some students to read their passage aloud and by providing feedback.  Following 
the second reading, students chose a literature response from the literacy menu to work 
on (See Appendix F) and added questions to their question generation sheet (See 
Appendix G). 
Third reading.  In a whole group discussion with students seated on the floor 
around the teacher, students discussed their written answers from the second reading and 
posed additional questions.  The teacher read a short passage from the book and modeled 
self-correction such as the following example: 
Text:  Each day, Spider was eager to devise a plan to trick his friends. 
Teacher: “Each day, Spider was eager to devise a plan to trick his freds.”  Wait a minute. 
Freds?  Does that sound right?  Does that make sense?” 
Students: No 
Teacher: I will reread that sentence and try again. “Each day, Spider was eager to devise 
a plan to trick his…” Let’s see, it begins with the F sound but Fred is not in the story. It’s 
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probably someone that was mentioned before.  I’ll take a closer look at the word.  Fr, fre, 
friends. Yes, that makes sense. Spider always tried to trick his friends.  
Students partner-read the text and then added a question to their question 
generation sheet.  For example, with a partner, students may have written, “Do you know 
anyone like Spider?  How is this person like Spider?”  Students continued to work on 
their literacy menu choice. 
Fourth reading.  The same procedure was followed for the fourth reading, except 
the teacher modeled predictions and summarizing.  Students read the passage once 
silently and then read aloud to their partners or small group for timed purposes.  Similar 
to the first day, scripts contained a word count at the end of each line.  While one student 
read, the second student timed his or her partner for one minute. Scores were recorded on 
a student graph. The second student repeated the procedure.  The teacher facilitated 
repeated readings by rotating through dyads and providing feedback on student reading 
performance.  Students finished their question generation sheet. 
Fifth reading.  The students met in small groups and posed the questions that 
they had generated to other students.  During this literacy circle, students asked questions 
and shared ideas about the text.  The teacher chose four to five mystery readers to read 
the passage aloud to the class or chose students to share their work from the literacy 
menu. Students may have also visited younger classes to read to students called reading 
buddies, so that each student had a chance to demonstrate their learning.  Any 
opportunity for a performance was encouraged.   
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Data Analysis  
The aim of the study was to assess the impact of the repeated readings treatment 
among third graders by analyzing MAP and ERAS score after the treatment for a period 
of 10 weeks.  A control group with no repeat reading instruction was also monitored and 
their respective MAP and ERAS scores were also recorded to assess the natural 
improvement due to possible treatment effects over a period of 10 weeks.  The MAP and 
ERAS scores prior to the treatment were also recoded to account for possible inter-
subject variations.  This possible effect in the initial scores of MAP and ERAS between 
the experimental and control groups was accounted for by using analysis of covariance 
(ANCOVA) by including prior intervention scores as a covariate.  Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, 
& Sorenson (2007) explain “Analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) is a statistical technique 
used to control for the effect of an extraneous variable known to be correlated with the 
dependent variable” (p. 308).  Using mean scores from the pretest, the covariate, likely  
reduced the likelihood of a Type II error (Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, & Sorenson, 2007).  
Analyzing the data from ANCOVA, the researcher determined if there was a 
statistically significant difference between observed differences in mean scores of 
treatment and control groups based on the F statistic. If the value of F exceeded the 
critical value (p < .05) the researcher rejected the null hypothesis one of no difference.  
The researcher examined post-test means and arrived at conclusions based on the 
data.  Specifically, the researcher described in detail the differences in group means and 
the significance of the observed effect sizes.  All interpretations of data by the researcher 
were supported based on statistical analysis and were presented tables and figures. 
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CHAPTER FOUR:  RESULTS 
 This chapter reports the numerical data and the results of statistical analyses 
obtained from this quasi-experimental, quantitative study.  As previously stated, the 
purpose of this study was to investigate if repeated readings had a positive impact on 
reading achievement and students’ reading attitudes.  The independent variable was 
participation in the repeated readings intervention and the dependent variable was mean 
performance on the reading portion of the Measure of Academic Progress (MAP) test. 
The second dependent variable was mean scores derived from the Elementary Reading 
Attitude Survey (ERAS) which provided data relating to students’ attitudes toward 
reading.   
Research Questions and Hypotheses 
The research questions and null hypotheses for this study are the following: 
Research question 1:  Is there a statistically significant difference between the 
mean reading achievement scores, as measured by the MAP test, of third grade 
students who participate in repeated readings and third grade students who do not 
participate in repeated readings? 
Null Hypothesis 1, H0:  There will be no statistically significant difference found 
between the mean reading achievement scores, as measured by the MAP test, of 
third grade students participating in repeated readings and third grade students 
who do not participate in repeated readings. 
            Research question 2:  Is there a statistically significant difference between the 
mean reading attitude scores, as measured by the ERAS, of third grade students 
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participating in repeated readings and third grade students who do not participate 
in repeated readings? 
Null hypothesis 2, H0: There will be no statistically significant difference in mean 
reading attitude scores, as measured by ERAS, between third grade students 
participating in repeated readings and third grade students who do not participate 
in repeated readings. 
The researcher obtained approval from Liberty University IRB to execute the 
research on September 16, 2011 (See Appendix J).  Once approval was obtained, the pre-
tests were administered to third grade students in the control and experimental groups. 
Data were collected from the ERAS and MAP test during the first week of the study and 
from the post-tests following 10 weeks of the study ending in December, 2011.  Data 
were analyzed using an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA). 
Treatment Fidelity 
Two trained independent observers collected treatment fidelity data in order to 
certify that classroom teachers followed the procedures outlined in the repeated reading 
protocol.  The observers collected treatment fidelity data on 3 of the 50 lessons or 16% of 
the lessons.  Data showed that procedures were followed 100% of the time for all lessons 
across all participants and conditions.   
Inter-observer Agreement 
 Prior to the study, two independent raters were trained on the specifications for 
the repeated readings intervention.  The principle researcher served as the trainer and 
collected data for inter-observer agreement.  The observers rated lessons until 100% 
inter-observer agreement for the repeated readings protocol was achieved. 
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Demographics 
The students who participated in the study were third graders in Elementary 
School A.  A total of 116 students participated in the study, of which 61 (52.6%) 
belonged to control and 55 (47.4%) to the experimental group. 
Table 4.1.  
 Sample Distribution between Control and Experimental Groups 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Group                                                N                                     Percent 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Control                                              61                                    52.6 
Experimental                                    55                                     47.4 
Total                                                 116                                  100.0 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Girls constituted 51.7% (60) and boys constituted 48.3% (48.3%) of the sample. Gender 
distribution was not statistically different between the experimental and control groups, 
though there was an over representation of girls in the control group (59%) and boys in 
the experimental group (56.4%), but this was not significant 2(1,116) = 2.16, p = 0.142. 
This shows that boys and girls are equally represented in among the two groups 
(experimental and control). 
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Table 4.2  
Distribution of Gender in the Control and Experimental Groups 
________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                      Girls                                            Boys 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Study Group                           N             %                                N                % 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Control                                   36            59.0                            25              41.0 
Experimental                          24            43.6                            31              56.4 
Total                                       60            51.7                            56              48.3 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
The majority of students were Caucasians (57, 49.1%) followed by Hispanics (38, 
32.8%), then African-Americans (17, 14.7%), and finally other ethnicities at (4, 3.4%).  
Differences in the distribution of different ethnic groups between control and 
experimental groups, although apparent, were not large enough to be statistically 
significant, 2(2,112) = 5.28, p = 0.071 (the four students with other ethnic group were 
not included in this chi-square test). This shows that there was not enough evidence to 
reject the hypothesis that different ethnic groups are equally represented in the two 
groups.  
Table 4.3.  
Distribution of Ethnicity between Control and Experimental Groups 
________________________________________________________________________ 
                           African-American          Caucasian             Hispanic          Others (A+PI) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Study Group            N           %                N          %              N        %               N        % 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Control                     6          9.8               27        44.3           25      41.0             3        4.9 
Experimental           11        20.0              30        54.5           13      23.6             1        1.8                    
Total                        17        14.7              57        49.1           38      32.8             4        3.4 
________________________________________________________________________ 
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Results 
Research question one. 
Is there a statistically significant difference between the mean reading 
achievement scores, as measured by the MAP test, of third grade students who 
participate in repeated readings and third grade students who do not participate in 
repeated readings? 
H0:  There will be no statistically significant difference found between the mean 
reading achievement scores, as measured by the MAP test, of third grade students 
participating in repeated readings and third grade students who do not participate 
in repeated readings. 
In order to determine if there was a statistically significant difference in mean 
score on the reading portion of the MAP test for students receiving the intervention and 
for students who did not receive the repeated readings intervention, a one-way analysis of 
covariance (ANCOVA) was conducted.  The independent variable was the repeated 
readings intervention.  Reading scores on the Winter MAP test served as the dependent 
variable and the Fall MAP test scores served as the covariate.  To evaluate assumptions, 
the researcher performed preliminary analyses.  Descriptive statistics were reported and 
data regarding the testing of underlying assumptions of normality and equality of 
variance.  
Descriptive statistical analysis.  One hundred sixteen students were participants 
in the study with 61 in the control group and 55 in the experimental group.  Table 4.4 and 
Table 4.5 display descriptive statistics of the MAP scores and show the mean and 
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standard deviation for the control group and the experimental group.  Initial differences 
existed on the pre-test mean scores.   
Table 4.4  
Pre-test MAP Scores of Control and Experimental Groups 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Group                         Mean                                SD                                 N 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Control                       190.95                             20.32                              61 
Experimental              182.71                            17.95                               55                  
Total                           186.83                            19.135                           116 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Table 4.5  
Post-test MAP Scores of Control and Experimental Groups 
________________________________________________________________________
Group                         Mean                                 SD                               N 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Control                       199.92                             18.02                             61 
Experimental              193.25                             17.93                             55                  
Total                           196.59                             17.98                            116 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 The control group had a mean pre-test score of 190.95 (SD=20.32) and a post-test 
mean of 199.92 (SD=18.02). The total gain for the control group was 8.97 (SD=9.70).  
The pre-test mean score of the experimental group was 182.71 (SD=17.95) and the post-
test mean score was 193.25 (SD=17.93) with a total gain of 10.54 (SD=11.45).  Data 
appear to show that the experimental group made greater gains than the control group.  
 The mean Fall (pre-test) reading MAP score for students in Grade 3 is 189.9 (See 
Appendix L) and 194.6 in Winter (post-test) (See Appendix M).  Based on these 
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statistics, student scores on the pre-test in the control group were similar to the nationally 
normed mean score, while mean student scores in the experimental group were between 
the 30
th
-31
st
 percentiles (See Appendix L).  Post-test scores for the control group show a 
mean score between the 62
nd
-64
th
 percentiles and for the experimental group, a mean 
score between the 46
th
-47
th
 percentiles (See Appendix M).  The performance results of 
both groups on the pre-test and post-test are presented in the following table.  
Table 4.6. 
Pre-test and Post-test MAP Scores for Control Group and Experimental Group 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Group                         Test                   N                Mean              Score Range          
________________________________________________________________________ 
Control                       Pre-test             61                190.95            149-227                   
Experimental              Pre-test            55                 182.71            150-212 
Control                       Post-test           61                 199.92            156-229 
Experimental              Post-test           55                 193.25            159-233 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
To control for initial differences in mean scores, an analysis of covariance 
(ANCOVA) was conducted.  Prior to applying ANCOVA, the researcher ensured that 
data satisfied the normality and equality of variance assumptions of ANCOVA.  
Statistical testing included Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances and 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov normality test.  Levene’s Test of the equality of error variances 
showed no significant lack of homogeneity and retained the null hypothesis of equal 
variance (F(1,114)=2.609, p>.05). 
The histograms depicted in Figures 5 and 6 suggest that the distribution of MAP 
scores of control and experimental students during Fall and Winter season follows normal 
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distribution reasonably well.  The normal curve superimposed on the histograms fits the 
hypothetical standard bell shaped distribution very closely.   
 
Figure 5.  Pre-test MAP Scores of Control and Experimental Group 
 
Figure 6.  Post-test MAP Scores of Control and Experimental Groups 
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 An inferential test of normality using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test also 
confirmed the results above. The p-values associated with the hypothesis that the data 
follows normal distribution for MAP scores during Fall in the control and experimental 
groups were 0.200 and 0.033, respectively.  The p-values associated with the hypothesis 
that the data follows normal distribution for MAP scores during Winter in the control and 
experimental groups were 0.200 and 0.200, respectively.  
The distribution of MAP scores before and after the treatment in the control and 
experimental group is also depicted using box-plot in Figure 7.  The horizontal line 
within the box in the box plot represent the median, lower side represents the first quartile 
and the upper side, the third quartile.  Whiskers on both side of the box did not go beyond 
the minimum and maximum values.   
 
Figure 7. Box-plot of Pre-test and Post-test MAP Scores 
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Linearity of the relationship between pre-test and post-test scores, one of the 
assumptions underlying ANCOVA was assessed from the scatter plot depicted in Figure 
8. The dependent variable, the MAP score during Winter and after the treatment, was 
taken on the Y-axis and the MAP score during Fall, the co-variable, was taken along the 
X-axis.  The line of best linear fit is shown separately for the control and experimental 
group. It is clear from the graph that both the regression lines are almost equal, implying 
that both the intercept and slope for the two group of students being equal indicating the 
treatment seems not to have an impact on the students’ scores.  
 
 
 
 
Figure 8. Scatter Plot of Pre-test and Post-test MAP Scores 
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Since there was no violation of normality or homogeneity assumption, an 
ANCOVA was used to address the research question. An analysis of covariance 
(ANCOVA) of final MAP score between control and experimental groups with initial 
MAP score as the covariate was performed.   
Analysis of covariance.  In this study, initial reading ability would highly impact 
the scores on reading assessments and, therefore, ANCOVA was needed to control for 
the variable.  The ANCOVA examined the effects of group (control vs. experimental). In 
using this statistical analysis, partial variance in the scores unrelated to the treatment was 
eliminated.  
Table 4.7.  
Test of Between-Subject Effects – Dependent Variable: Post-test  
 
Source 
Type III Sum   
of Squares 
 
d.f. 
Mean 
Square 
 
F 
 
       Sig 
 
 
Corrected Model   
    
 27331.713 
   
 2 
 
 13665.856 
 
143.177 
 
.000 
Intercept       2956.238         1    2956.238   30.973 .000 
Pre-test 26047.498 1 26047.498 272.900 .000 
Group .948 1 .948 .010 .921 
Error 10785.529 113 95.447   
Total 4528936.000 116    
Corrected Total 38117.241 115    
 
R Squared =.717 (Adjusted R Squared =.712).   
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The ANCOVA depicted in Table 4.7 shows that the MAP score after treatment is 
dependent on the initial MAP score (F(1,113) = 272.9; p < 0.001; partial 2 = 71.7%).  
The ANCOVA model had an R
2
 of 71.7%, implying that 71.7% of the variation of the 
final MAP score is explained by initial MAP score and the group membership does not 
contribute to the final map score. 
  The null hypotheses for research question one stated that there would be no 
difference in students’ mean MAP scores between those participating in repeated reading 
and those not participating in repeated readings.  Adjusted mean scores of the differences 
in MAP score for the two groups were 9.803 (SD=1.265) for the control group and 9.618 
(SD=1.33) for the experimental group.  As noted in the ANCOVA table, the main effect 
for group was not significant after controlling for the differences in the initial MAP 
scores between control and experimental group of students, (F(1,113=.010, p=0.9208, 
partial 2 = 0.01%) therefore the null hypothesis was retained.   
Research question two. 
             Is there a statistically significant difference between the mean reading attitude 
scores, as measured by the ERAS, of third grade students participating in repeated 
readings and third grade students who do not participate in repeated readings? 
H0: There will be no statistically significant difference in mean reading attitude 
scores, as measured by ERAS, between third grade students participating in 
repeated readings and third grade students who do not participate in repeated 
readings. 
To determine if there was a statistically significant difference between the mean 
ERAS scores of students receiving treatment and students in the control group, the 
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researcher used ANCOVA.  This statistical analysis allowed for adjustments in post-test 
scores based on pre-test differences.  Participation in the repeated readings intervention 
was the independent variable and post-test mean scores on the ERAS served the 
dependent variable.   
Descriptive statistical analysis.  Numerical data in Table 4.8 and Table 4.9 
display the mean and standard deviation for students in the control and the experimental 
group.  On the pre-test the control group showed a greater mean score of 5.7 points as 
compared to the experimental group.   
Table 4.8  
Pre-test ERAS Scores of Control and Experimental Groups 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Group                         Mean                                SD                                 N 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Control                       61.95                              10.43                              61 
Experimental              56.25                              12.92                              55       
Total                           59.10                              11.68                            116          
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Table 4.9  
Post-test ERAS Scores of Control and Experimental Groups 
________________________________________________________________________
Group                         Mean                                SD                                 N 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Control                        64.79                              11.37                              61 
Experimental               58.84                              15.19                              55                  
Total                            61.82                              13.28                            116 
________________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 5.1 presents data regarding changes in scores from pre-test to post-test.  
Results indicate that following 10 weeks of study, the mean gain for the control group 
was 2.84 (SD=2.73) and the mean gain for the experimental group was 2.58 (SD=3.39).  
Based on the data, it appears that the control group made greater gains in reading attitude 
scores from pre-test to post-test.  Post-test scores show the experimental group scoring in 
the 55
th
 percentile and the control group scoring in the 73
rd
 percentile (See Appendix N).  
Pre-test means for the ERAS test were not provided by the authors.  
Table 5.1. 
Pre-test and Post-test ERAS Scores for Control and Experimental Group 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Group                         Test                   N                Mean                Score Range          
________________________________________________________________________ 
Control                       Pre-test             61                61.95                   39-80                   
Experimental              Pre-test            55                 56.25                   20-79 
Control                       Post-test           61                 64.79                   36-80 
Experimental              Post-test           55                 54.84                   20-80 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 The initial difference in score of 5.7 points indicated a higher pre-test score for 
the control group as compared to the experimental group.  Data were analyzed using 
ANCOVA to evaluate if the difference between the groups was statistically significant. 
To evaluate the underlying assumptions of ANCOVA, prior analyses were performed 
which included tests of normality and equality of variance.  Levene’s test of equality of 
variances of gain in ERAS scores of control and experimental group of students retained 
the null hypothesis of equal variance, (F(1,114) = 1.46, p= 0.229, p>.05).   
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The histograms shown in Figure 9 and Figure 10 suggested that the distribution of 
ERAS scores of control and experimental students during Fall and Winter followed 
normal distribution reasonably well and the normal curve super imposed on the 
histograms fit the pattern well.  Data indicate no gross violation of normality 
assumptions. The distribution of ERAS scores before and after the treatment in the 
control and experimental group is also depicted using box-plot in more compact form in 
the Figure 11.   
The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was used to test for normality.  The p-values 
associated with the hypothesis that the data follows normal for ERAS scores during Fall 
in the control and experimental groups were 0.064 and 0.200, respectively.  The p-values 
associated with the hypothesis that the data follows normal for ERAS scores during 
Winter in the control and experimental groups were 0.000 and 0.200, respectively.  
  
 
Figure 9.  Pre-test ERAS Scores of the Control and Experimental Group 
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Figure 10.  Post-test ERAS Score of the Control Group and the Experimental Group 
 
 
Figure 11. Box-plot of the Distribution of Post-test ERAS Scores 
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Linearity of the relationship between pre-test and post-test scores, one of the 
assumptions underlying ANCOVA, was assessed from the scatter plot depicted in Figure 
12.  The dependent variable, ERAS score during Winter, was taken on the Y-axis and 
ERAS score during Fall, the independent variable, was taken along the X-axis. The line 
of best linear fit is shown separately for the control and experimental group. As is clear 
from the graph, both the regression lines are similar, implying that both the intercept and 
slope for the two group of students are equal; therefore, the treatment does not appear to 
have any impact on the students. 
 
 
  
Figure 12. Scatter plot of Pre-test and Post-test ERAS Scores 
Analysis of covariance.  An analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) of final ERAS 
score between control and experimental groups with initial ERAS score as the covariate 
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was conducted.  The adjusted mean score for the control group was 2.523 (SD=.358) and 
2.929 (SD=.378) for the experimental group.  
Table 5.2.  
Test of Between-Subject Effects – Dependent Variable: ERAS Post-test  
 
Source 
Type III Sum   
of Squares 
 
d.f. 
Mean 
Square 
 
F 
 
       Sig 
 
 
Corrected Model   
    
 20376.395 
   
 2 
 
 10188.198 
 
1339.512 
 
.000 
Intercept       73.173         1    73.173   9.612 .002 
Pre-test 19352.290 1 19352.290 2544.379 .000 
Group 4.476 1 4.476 .588 .445 
Error 859.467 113 7.606   
Total 466644.000 116    
Corrected Total 21235.862 115    
 
R Squared =.960 (Adjusted R Squared =.959).   
The analysis of covariance depicted in Table 5.1 shows that the ERAS score after 
the treatment is dependent only on the initial ERAS score, (F(1,113) = 2544.4; p< 0.001; 
partial 2 = 95.7%).   After controlling for the differences in the initial ERAS scores, 
results indicate no significant differences between groups (F(1,113) = 0.59; p = 0.445; 
partial 2 = 0.5%).  The ANCOVA model had an R2 of 96.0%, implying that 96% of the 
variation in the final ERAS score is explained by initial ERAS score and the group 
membership.  
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Research question two investigated the impact of the repeated readings 
intervention on third grade students’ reading attitudes.  The second null hypothesis stated 
that there is no difference in mean ERAS scores of students who participate in repeated 
readings and students who do not participate in repeated readings.  The p-value of 0.445 
was greater than .05, therefore the null hypothesis was retained at p<0.05 significance 
level.   
Summary of the Results 
 
The aim of the study was to assess the impact of repeat reading among fourth 
graders through improved MAP and ERAS score after the repeat reading treatment for a 
period of 10 weeks, using the scores prior to the treatment as a covariate.  To assess the 
natural improvement over a period of 10 weeks, a control group without repeat reading 
instruction was also kept.  The data suggested that the repeated reading treatment was not 
effective in improving either MAP or ERAS score after controlling for the respective 
scores prior to the start of the intervention, over and above the natural improvement over 
the 10 week period.   
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION 
 The purpose of chapter five is to review the findings of the data and to discuss the 
results.  The first section discusses the statement of the problem followed by the 
summary of the results.  The researcher deliberates the implications of the study in the 
third section.  Limitations are outlined in the fourth section, and chapter five concludes 
with recommendations for further research. 
Statement of the Problem 
 Becoming an increasing literate society has been at the forefront of educational 
reform since the beginning of our roots as free republic.  Thomas Jefferson’s educational 
philosophy was focused on the idea that no republic could endure unless its citizens were 
literate and educated (Gutek, 2005).  He stated that scholars from William and Many 
would “ visit every school once in every half year at the least; to examine the scholars; 
see that any general plan of reading and instruction recommended by the visitors of 
William and Mary College shall be observed; and to superintend the conduct of the 
teacher in everything relative to his school” (Jefferson, 1778, para. 7).   
 More than 230 years later, the passing of the No Child Left Behind Act outlined 
how the “scholars” would be examined, the most valid and reliable methods to employ 
for teaching academic content, and the evaluation of the educator.  The No Child Left 
Behind Act of 2001 (2002) required states to measure student performance through 
standardized testing and became the cornerstone for mandatory accountability of 
teachers, students, and school leaders.   It focused on improving the academic 
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achievement of students and challenged at-risk and underperforming to close gaps in 
achievement among students of different ethnic backgrounds. 
 Requiring that instructional programs be rooted in empirical research, No Child 
Left Behind (2002) schools were forced to adopt methods based on scientific evidence.  
With nearly 33% of America’s fourth grade students and 75% of eight grade students 
reading below basic levels, improved literacy skills continued to be a critical area of 
concern (National Center for Education Statistics, 2009).  Schools began to identify 
instructional methods to teach reading in order to address literacy deficiencies and 
stagnant growth trends.   
The National Reading Panel (NRP)(NICHD, 2000) examined the impact of 
reading programs and reviewed the research regarding instructional effectiveness of the 
methods.  The Panel concluded that “guided repeated oral reading procedures that 
included guidance from teachers, peers, or parents had a significant and positive impact 
on word recognition, fluency, and comprehension across a range of grade levels” (NRP, 
2000, p. 12).  Specifically, repeated readings was not delineated, but because of the 
similar methods used in the strategy, this suggested that the repeated readings may have a 
positive impact on literacy skills. 
The researcher chose to extend the research by investigating the impacts of 
repeated readings on reading achievement as measured by the Measures of Academic 
Progress (MAP) standardized test and their attitudes toward reading through the 
Elementary Reading Attitudes Survey (ERAS).  Third grade students were the focus of 
the study and the quasi-experimental designed allowed students of varied reading abilities 
to receive literacy instruction based on repeated readings.  
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 Additionally, the study examined the impact of repeated readings on students’ 
reading attitudes.  Research indicated that reading motivation is correlated with how 
often students read and with higher reading achievement scores (Morgan & Fuchs, 2007; 
Lepola, Poskiparta, Laakkonen & Niemi, 2005; McKenna, Kear, & Ellsworth, 1995; IEA, 
2006).  The purpose of investigating reading attitudes was to determine if repeated 
readings is an instructional strategy which may increase students’ motivation to read.   
Summary of the Findings 
 Research question one.   The first goal of this quasi-experimental study was to 
assess the impact of the repeated readings treatment among third grade students’ by 
determining if differences existed on mean MAP scores between the experimental and 
control groups.  The sample included one hundred sixteen students who were placed into 
the two groups based on their second grade Spring MAP performance.  Students in the 
treatment group were matched with students in the control group allowing groups to be 
similar in reading achievement.   
 Using Fall map scores as the covariate, data from the ANCOVA showed that 
MAP scores following the treatment period are dependent on  initial scores F(1,113) 
=272.9; p<0.001) and after controlling for the differences, it was similar F(1,113)=0.01 
between both groups.  The regression coefficient showed that the experimental group was 
lower in adjusted mean by 0.185 which was not statistically significant.  The data suggest 
that the repeated readings treatment did not assist in positively impacting reading 
achievement scores. 
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 Research question two.  The second goal of the study was to measure the impact 
of repeated readings on third grade students’ reading attitudes.  The data from ANCOVA 
suggested that even after adjusting for pre-test differences, repeated reading did not have 
a statistically significant impact on third grade students’ reading attitudes.  The researcher 
retained the null hypothesis of no difference in mean gain of ERAS scores between 
control and experimental groups at a 5% level of significance. 
Summary of the Results 
 Current studies propose that fluency is a variance that can explain the discrepancy 
in skills between poor readers and their better reading peers. (Braze, et al., 2007; 
Macaruso & Shankweiler, 2010). This study implemented repeated readings as an 
intervention aimed at increasing overall reading skills.  Previous research showed 
positive results on the effectiveness of repeated readings instruction (Meyer & Felton, 
1999; National Reading Panel, 2000, Therrien, 2004; Wolf & Katzir-Cohen, 2001).   A 
mean effect sizes of .95 for fluency and .71 for comprehension gains were report in 
Therrien’s (2004) meta- analysis which focused exclusively on repeated readings 
intervention showed great increases in students’ fluency and ability to read connected 
text. However, research conducted by Vaughn, Levy, Coleman & Bos (2002) revealed 
the null hypotheses were retained and repeated readings did not have a statistically 
significant impact on students’ MAP scores or attitudes toward reading.  Considering the 
mandates of No Child Left Behind requiring schools to show annually yearly progress and 
employ scientific based methods to teach reading, it is imperative to implement 
instructional practices that promote student growth and achievement. 
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Research question one.  Based on the review of literature, the researcher could 
find no study that implemented repeated readings using content based literature directly 
related to social studies and science content standards.  Additionally, no studies could be 
found that measured the effects of repeated readings instruction through the Measures of 
Academic Progress or a similar overall reading standardized test.  Most studies measured 
the effects of repeated readings with performance assessments such as the Gray Oral 
Reading Fluency test (GORT-4), the Test of Word Reading Efficiency (TOWRE), 
Curriculum Based Measurement (CBM) or Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy 
SkillsTM and used fluency or comprehension as the dependent variable (Kuhn & Stahl, 
2003; Therrien, 2004).   
Therrien’s (2004) analysis substantiated previous research that repeated readings 
is an effective instructional component for increasing students’ fluency and 
comprehension and identified areas for further research stating: 
Most pressing questions are related to adding instructional components, using 
peers to conduct repeated reading interventions, including a modeling component, 
and measuring repeated reading’s impact on overall reading achievement 
measures (p. 258).   
Many studies have found significant growth in students’ reading comprehension, sight 
word, and word efficiency skills, although  this study is in contrast to data that showed 
improved literacy skills due to the repeated readings intervention  (Meyer & Felton, 
1999; National Reading Panel, 2000; Therrien, 2004; Turner, 2010; Wolf & Katzir-
Cohen, 2001).  
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Previous reviews of research warned that repeated reading analyses had been 
based on differences between pre-test and post-test scores and without a control group; 
the correlation between repeated readings and improvements in fluency and 
comprehension were open to a variety of theories and assumptions (Therrien, 2004).  In 
fact, Chard et al. (2009) found that out of 92 peer reviewed research studies found 
relating to repeated readings focusing on students at risk for a learning disability, only 
one quasi-experimental study met acceptable criteria for the standards for rigorous 
research established by Horner et al. (2005) and Gersten et al. (2005).  They cautioned 
that repeated readings should not be deemed an evidence-based practice until the 
evidence exists.  Research question one addressed these concerns and provided empirical 
evidence using a rigorous pre-test/post-test design with a control and experimental group.  
While this study showed no improved standardized test score as a result of repeated 
readings, future research using a control and experimental group must be conducted to 
provide additional research on the effectiveness of repeated readings. 
Research question two.  The second research question assessed whether or not 
repeated readings had an effect on students’ reading attitude attitudes.  Data retained the 
null hypothesis of no statistically significant difference between students who were 
exposed to treatment and students in the control group.  When Guthrie et al. (2004) added 
motivation as an instructional component, data showed increased literacy skills. The 
results of this study contradict his findings. 
Previous research has found positive findings, but the intervention included 
readers’ theatre as the main treatment for repeated readings (Gummere, 2004; Moran, 
2006; Prescott, 2003).  Similar to Smith’s (2011) study on the effects of repeated 
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readings, this data collected from this study found no difference in students’ attitudes 
following treatment.  
Implications 
Given the lack of quasi-experimental and experimental research on repeated 
readings, this study added in several ways to the body of educational knowledge 
surrounding this intervention.  Much of the previous research failed to show that growth 
in reading skills could be attributed to repeated readings (Chard et at., 2009).  In other 
words, perhaps growth would have occurred with similar results whether or not students 
were exposed to the repeated readings intervention.   
In Therrien’s (2004) meta-analysis on improved comprehension and fluency 
scores as a result of repeated readings, he limits the study’s positive findings because of 
the rigor of experimental or quasi-experimental designs.  Kuhn and Stahl’s (2003) review 
of repeated readings research yielded 33 studies, with 18 of these having no control 
group.  Of the 15 remaining studies, six showed the group exposed to repeated readings 
as having greater results than the control, eight studies with no effect and one study in 
which the control group produced greater results.  The present research study is 
consistent with these findings that repeated readings as a treatment does not produce 
greater results than a control group (Kuhn, 2003; Mathes & Fuchs, 1993).  Additionally, 
other studies comparing the effectiveness of repeated readings to non-repetitive readings 
found no difference in improved fluency scores (Homas, Klesius, & Hite, 1993; Mathes 
& Fuchs, 1993). 
Various implementation methods are evident in repeated readings.  The level of 
the text, criteria for the number of readings instrumentation for measurement, and the 
 89 
 
research design should be carefully considered when drawing conclusions and reviewing 
the literature.  The results of this study showed no difference in gains when comparing 
the experimental group to the control group, but this only holds true for repeated readings 
implemented with 3
rd
 grade students, texts that were on or above students’ grade level, 
and text read to the criterion of three-four times.   
The reading attitudes of students’ receiving the repeated readings intervention did 
not show statistically significant growth following the treatment period.  Although data 
showed that growth occurred when analyzing within group means, this finding cannot be 
attributed to the treatment based on the comparison of within group means of the control 
group.   
Limitations 
 The study took place in one elementary school in South Carolina with 116 third 
grade participants which may limit the generalizability of the results.  Given population 
validity concerns, findings are limited to third grade students in Elementary School A.  
Random assignment was not possible due to the possible disruptions of the educational 
environment.  However, the researcher used matching in an attempt to equalize the 
groups.  Typically in the educational environment, quasi-experimental designs are viewed 
as an effective alternative to experimental designs because of the nature of the school 
setting and potential risks to students by employing experimental research (Ary, Jacobs, 
Razavieh, & Sorenson, 2009). 
 The interaction of gender and achievement may have also factored in the results 
of this study.  In the control group there were 36 females and 25 males compared to 24 
females and 31 males in the experimental group.  Gender achievement gaps have been 
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identified by several researchers with data showing females outperforming their male 
counterparts in reading achievement (Connell & Gunzelmann, 2004; Freeman, 2004; 
Kleinfeld, 2006; Mullis et al. 2007; National Center for Educational Statistics, 2006).  
Kleinfeld (2006) found that boys fall a year and a half behind girls in literacy skills.  
Research on reading motivation has also shown that girls report higher levels of 
motivation than boys (Baker & Wigfield, 1999; Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997). 
 Similarly, achievement gaps among ethnicities regarding reading achievement are 
well documented (Hammer, Farkas & Maczuga, 2010; Perie, Grigg, & Donahue, 2005).  
Using data from the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study (ECLS) and 2, 296 participants, 
Chatterji (2006) found statistically significant differences in reading achievement 
between White students and their peers beginning in Kindergarten and increasing with 
time.  Nationally, the reading achievement gap between White and Hispanic students in 
grades 4 and 8 from 1992-2009 remained stagnant with an unchanged 26 point gap 
(Hemphill & Vanneman, 2010).  The same 26 point reading gap was stable between 
Black and White students in 1980 and 2004 on national standardized tests (Vanneman et. 
al., 2009).  Given gender and ethnic differences in the control and experimental groups, 
selection poses a threat to the validity of the study.  Future studies should examine the 
effects of repeated readings on AYP subgroups.   
 Though students were placed in groups based on their previous MAP score, 
students’ reading levels were not considered.  Many of the selected passages were on or 
above a third grade reading level, yet students’ MAP scores indicated that reading ranges 
were between first and sixth grade.  Students’ instructional level may impact their ability 
to comprehend and read text efficiently (Fuchs, Fuchs, Hosp, & Jenkins, 2001). 
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 All students in Elementary School A take the MAP test three times each year.  No 
studies measuring the effects repeated readings using a standardized test such as MAP 
could be found, but performance based formative testing dominated the research (Kuhn 
& Stahl, 2003; Therrien, 2004).   It is possible that the MAP test did not ascertain the 
effects of the treatment or measure the effects of repeated readings in a manner in which 
a formative assessment may have measured.  Although the technical adequacy and 
widespread use of MAP test have been extensively cited in peer-reviewed research 
journals, (Ash 2008; Olson 2007; Clarke 2006), no studies have examined the effects of 
repeated readings interventions through MAP testing.  Since prior studies have noted 
significant positive effects as the result of repeated readings based on formative 
assessments, it is essential to question if results translate to overall reading achievement.   
 To control for treatment fidelity, raters observed repeated reading lessons being 
taught by the teachers.  Additionally, teachers used interactive flipcharts to teach lessons 
on a large electronic white board.  Each flipchart was created by the researcher and gave 
explicit directions for each day of instruction.  Raters found that educators followed the 
repeated readings protocol to 100% each time they were observed; however, 
experimenter effects should be considered a limitation because of the unique teaching 
styles, relationships, and effectiveness of each teacher.  
Recommendations for Future Research   
 Based on the findings of no difference between the experimental and control 
groups on both the ERAS and MAP mean scores, the investigator has identified several 
areas in which future research should be focused.  Schools and educational leaders are 
continuing to search for reading programs that are evidenced-based and yield positive 
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results, but research claims must be examined thoroughly.   With school districts around 
the country facing budget cuts, larger class sizes, and populations of students with diverse 
needs, investing and implementing a “proven” reading intervention must be done with 
caution.   
 Future studies should pinpoint populations of students in which repeated readings 
may benefit and address ethnic and gender differences.  All students in third grade do not 
read at a third grade level.  Many students have not yet achieved fluency, while their 
peers may be reading challenging, above grade-level material.  It is likely that students 
who are competent readers do not have fluency problems and, therefore, may not benefit 
from a repeated readings intervention.  Studies targeting the at-risk readers and 
comparing various methods would allow practitioners to apply research to the appropriate 
group of students.    
Another area ambiguous area in the research is the level of the text that students 
are reading.  Designs which include students reading text at their instructional level and 
reading progressively more challenging literature as they increase in skills would provide 
data regarding the effectiveness of repeated readings using text on the students’ 
instructional level.  Studies should report the baseline reading level of students.  
 Several variations of repeated readings have been researched, but few studies are 
identical in design or method.  The researcher suggests that additional research is needed 
to identify which component or design of repeated readings show positive results.  For 
example, the Fluency Oriented Instruction Method (FORI) is inherently distinctive from 
readers’ theatre and interval sprinting, but all can fall under the umbrella of repeated 
readings and should be delineated.  Transparency of data, detailed descriptions of 
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methodology, and the comparison of similar methods would strengthen the evidence 
regarding the effectiveness of repeated readings. 
  
 Conclusion 
 Using a quasi-experimental design, the researcher expanded upon the current 
research on repeated readings.  While this intervention did not show improvements in 
literacy skills as a result of the treatment, the study challenges researchers to continue to 
search for truth and to develop rigorous methodologies to test hypotheses.   The 
researcher with a biblical worldview understands that true knowledge comes from God.  
In John 14:5-6, the Apostle Thomas asks how we can know the way.  Jesus replies, “I am 
the way, the truth, and the life:  no man cometh unto the Father, but by me” (KJV).  God 
reveals his truth and gives knowledge to man, but we are accountable for how we use this 
knowledge and must view man’s knowledge through a biblical lens (Eph 1:17-19).     
        Continued research in the area of repeated readings will assist in advancing the 
knowledge of practices that affect the literacy levels of children.  These skills are 
essential for developing communication and language skills in order to strengthen 
personal relationships and share Christ’s message (Col. 4:6).  Prospective researchers are 
encouraged to consider the multiple contexts in which literacy skills are learned as well 
as the triune nature of man.  Desiring the revelation of God’s truth must be the central 
focus as future investigators seek to discover methods to improve students’ knowledge 
and skills.  “O send out thy light and thy truth:  let them lead me; let them bring me unto 
thy holy hill, and to thy tabernacles” (Psalms 43:3, KJV).  
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Appendix A 
Timeline of Study 
The study will adhere to the following schedule: 
July, 2011 Submit expedited/full review application form to the 
Liberty University Institutional Review Board. 
August 3, 2011 Submit request to conduct research to school’s district 
office. Permission has been obtained. 
September 21
st
, 
2011 
Meet with teachers to discuss research. Assign teachers to 
control groups and experimental groups.  Conduct 
repeated readings training with experimental group.  
September 21
st
, 
2011 
Send home consent letters with students. 
September 26
th
, 
2011   
Collect baseline data: Compile results from MAP test and 
ERAS survey 
September 26- 
December 9, 2011 
Treatment for control group. 
October 11, 2011 Raters observe teachers in both experimental groups and 
control groups. 
November 10, 
2011 
Raters observe teachers in both experimental groups and 
control groups. 
December 7, 2011 Raters observe teachers in both experimental groups and 
control groups. 
December 12-15, 
2011 
Posttest is administered: MAP and ERAS survey. 
January, 2012 Analyze data. Draw conclusion. Write research report.  
March, 2012 Defend dissertation.  
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Appendix B 
                                               Informed Parental Consent 
 
 
You are invited to have your child become a volunteer in a research study being conducted by 
Tennille Kasper-Scheriff, Doctoral student, in the Education program at Liberty University.  The 
study will begin in August after Measures of Academic Progress Testing and end in December 
after students have taken the winter Measures of Academic Progress. Please read this form and 
indicate whether you give consent for your child to participate. Your child was selected as a 
possible participant because of their stage of reading development that is associated with students 
in third grade. We ask that you read this form and ask any questions you may have before 
agreeing for your child to be in the study. 
 
 
Researcher:   Tennille Kasper-Scheriff, Ed.D., candidate, Liberty University. 
 
Inquiries: The researcher will gladly answer any inquiries regarding the purpose and procedures 
of the present study.  Please send all inquiries via email at tjkasper@liberty.edu. 
Background Information 
 
The purpose of this research study is to better understand if a specific reading strategy can 
improve students’ overall reading achievement and attitudes.   
 
Procedures: 
 
If you choose to consent for your child to participate, he or she will be asked questions pertaining 
to their reading habits and attitudes toward reading using a survey.  The survey will be 
administered twice.  If your child’s class is place in the treatment group, your child will be 
exposed to a reading strategy and lesson for approximately 30-45 minutes daily. With informed 
parental consent, your son or daughter’s data from the Measures of Academic Progress test will 
be accessed by the researcher an analyzed for the effectiveness of the reading strategy utilized in 
this study.  Identifying information will only be provided to the researcher.  The researcher will 
take precautions to protect participant identity by not using the names of participants, classrooms, 
or the school in her results or writing.  The researcher will use the assessment results for 
dissertation, publication, and presentation purposes. 
Participant Risks 
 
No study is without risk.  However, the risks are minimal and no more than the 
participant would encounter in everyday life.  As a result of this study, awareness of 
uncomfortable and unpleasant thoughts associated with the experience may increase. The 
study may involve additional risks to the participants, which are currently unforeseeable. 
The type of research being conducted does not anticipate the researcher will become 
privy to information that triggers the mandatory reporting requirements for child abuse, 
child neglect, elder abuse or intent to harm self or others.  However, if the researcher 
does become privy to information that triggers the mandatory reporting requirements for 
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child abuse, child neglect, elder abuse or intent to harm self or others, reporting 
procedures will be followed.  
 
 
Participant Benefits 
 
There are benefits for participating in this research project.  Participants may increase in 
overall reading achievement and reading motivation.  The findings from this study may 
assist educators in planning effective reading instruction.  Also, information from this 
study will provide educators with valuable insight into student’s motivation, attitudes, 
and skills needed to become a proficient reader.  This knowledge can assist them in 
providing a more enjoyable environment and learning experience for students in future 
language arts classes. 
 
Confidentiality: 
 
The records of this study will be kept private. In any sort of report we might publish, we will not 
include any information that will make it possible to identify a subject. Research records will be 
stored securely and only researchers will have access to the records.  All answers to the survey 
questions and scores on the Measures of Academic Progress will be kept confidential to the 
extent allowed by law and identified by a subject code number.  Your son or daughter’s name will 
not appear on any of the published results and reports for this study.  No individual responses will 
be reported.  Only coded group findings will be reported.  The researcher will store all research 
documentation on a password-protected computer database on her personal computer used for 
education and university purposes for the duration of three years and will then delete the 
documentation from the computer database. Any hard copies of the data will be stored in a locked 
filing cabinet and shredded at the end of three years.  
 
Voluntary Participation: 
 
Your son or daughter’s participation is totally voluntary and he or she may stop participation at 
any time. Your consent may be withdrawn at any time without prejudice, penalty or loss of 
benefits to which your child is otherwise entitled.  
 
 
Contacts and Questions: 
 
The principal researcher conducting this study is Tennille Kasper-Scheriff. You may ask any 
questions you have now. If you have questions later, you are encouraged to contact the 
researcher at 843-816-5277 or by email at tjkasper@liberty.edu.  
 
This research project is being conducted under the direction of Dr. Kathie Morgan, Ed.D. 
Associate Professor, Liberty University.  She can be contacted at (434) 582-2000 or by email at 
kcjohnson@liberty.edu. If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would 
like to talk to someone other than the researcher(s), you are encouraged to contact the 
Institutional Review Board, Dr. Fernando Garzon, Chair, 1971 University Blvd, Suite 1582, 
Lynchburg, VA 24502 or email at fgarzon@liberty.edu. 
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Statement of Consent: 
 
I have read and understood the above information. I have been given the opportunity to ask 
questions and have received answers. I give my informed consent for my child to participate in 
the study. 
 
 
Signature of parent or guardian:__________________________ Date: __________________ 
(If minors are involved) 
 
Printed name of parent or guardian:______________________________________________ 
 
 
Child’s name: _______________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Signature of Investigator:_______________________________ Date: __________________ 
 
 
You will be given a copy of this information to keep for your records. 
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Appendix C 
Student Assent Form 
I am doing a study to learn about the best way to help kids learn to read. I am asking you 
to help because I don’t know very much about this strategy and how this reading strategy 
affects your attitude about reading. 
If you agree to be in our study, you are going to take a survey about your reading 
attitudes and habits at home and outside of school. It does not get a grade and you should 
be completely honest. The questions we will ask are only about what you think. There is 
no right or wrong answer because this is not a test. You can ask questions about this 
study at any time. If you decide at any time not to finish this study, you can ask us to 
stop.  
With your language arts teacher you may also get to participate in a new reading strategy 
where you teacher will read you a picture book, you will discuss it, write questions about 
it, and practice a small part that you may perform for the class.  
If you sign this paper, it means that you have read this and that you want to be in the 
study. If you don’t want to be in the study, don’t sign this paper. Being in the study is up 
to you, and no one will be upset if you don’t sign this paper or if you change your mind 
later.  
_____YES   I want to be in this study. 
_____NO     I do not want to be in this study. 
Your signature: ________________________________________ Date _____________ 
Your printed name: _____________________________________ Date _____________ 
Signature of the Researcher _______________________________Date _____________ 
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Appendix D 
List of Books and Passages  
Earth Materials 
 
Christian, P. (2000). If you find a rock.  New York: Harcourt 
Word Count: 119  Grade Level: 6.0 
Maybe you will find a twisting line of rocks sticking up out of a creek.  Then you have 
found crossing rocks, which wait to meet your feet as you pass over the water rushing 
away all around you.   
Or you might find a rock with a print of something else- a leaf or a shell.  Then you have 
found a fossil rock, and you feel the shape of something that lived long, long ago when 
the rock was young. 
Then again, you could find a small, rounded rock right in front of your toe as you do 
down the sidewalk.  You have found a walking rock, and you kick it ahead of you and let 
it lead you home.  
 
Steig, W. (1969). Sylvester and the magic pebble. New York: Simon & Schuster.  
Word Count: 120 Grade Level 3.4 
Night followed day and day followed night over and over again.  Sylvester on the hill 
woke up less and less often.  When he was awake, he was only hopeless and unhappy.  
He felt he would be a rock forever and he tried to get used to it.  He went into an endless 
sleep.  The days grew colder.  Fall came with the leaves changing color.  Then the leaves 
fell and the grass bent to the ground.  Then it was winter.  The winds blew, this way and 
that.  It snowed.  Mostly, the animals stayed indoors, living on the food they had stored 
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up.  One day a wolf sat on the rock that was Sylvester and howled and howled because he 
was hungry.  
 
McLerran, A. (1991). Roxaboxen. New York: Lothrop, Lee & Shepard Books.  
Word Count: 106  Grade Level 4.9 
Sometimes there were wars.  Once there was a great war, boys against girls. Charles and 
Marian were the generals.  The girls had Fort Irene, and they were all girl scouts.  They 
boys made a fort at the other end of Roxaboxen, and they were all bandits.  Oh, the raids 
were fierce, loud with whooping and the stamping of horses!  The whirling swords of 
ocotillo had sharp thorns-but when you reached your fort you were safe.  Roxaboxen had 
a cemetery in case anyone died, but the only grave in it was for a dead lizard.  Each year 
when the cactus bloomed, they decorated the grave with flowers. 
 
Native Americans 
 
Cohlene, T. (1990). Dancing drum. Vero Beach, FL: Watermill Press. 
Word Count: 140  Grade Level: 4.9 
Finally, Dancing Drum left the singing and went to his lodge for his own drum.  It had 
been a special gift from his grandfather.  He filled the hollow log with water and 
dampened the groundhog skin.  At last he was ready.  Returning to the group of singers, 
he sat and began playing his own song.  From the land of the sky people, Grandmother 
Sun heard new music.  She stopped crying and looked down to see her beautiful people 
 126 
 
smiling up at her.  She saw them offering their special dances, and she heard their special 
song.   
Dancing Drum lifted his face to the sky as he played from his heart for his ancestors, for 
his people, and for his land.  And as he played, Grandmother Sun came out of her house 
to once again smile down on her Children of the Mountain.  
 
Theis, Raven, M. (2004). Circle unbroken. New York: Melanie Kroupa Books.  
Word  Count: 169  Grade Level: 7.7 
Once, your old-timey grandfather lived in a village by a fine flowing river, across a wide, 
deep ocean, in faraway Africa. 
 
On the hills by the river grew pale stalks of rice to feed the village and the spirits of the 
land.  By the banks of the river grew tall, grassy reeds to weave into baskets to winnow 
the rice.  One day after harvest, when he was no longer a boy-but not yet a man-your old-
timey grandfather was led by the men who lived in the village to a grove in the forest 
where the palm trees grew.  It was their sacred place-the Poro bush-not far from the rice 
and the fine flowing river where the men beat their drums and a boy became a man.  
“Can you bring water in a basket?” a masked Spirit asked him there.  When he answered, 
“Yes,” the men of the village took him into the grove, gave him a name, and taught him 
all they know.  Just as I am teaching you…. 
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Yolen, J. (1992). Encounter. New York: Harcourt 
Word Count: 225  Grade Level: 3.5 
Our chief said to us, “See how pale they are.  No one can be that color who comes from 
the earth.   Surely they come from the sky.”  Then he leaped before them and put his 
hands up, pointing to the sky, to show he understood how far they had flown.  “Perhaps 
they have tails, “said my older brother. “Perhaps they have no feet.”  Our young men 
smiled, but behind their hands so the guests would not feel bad.  Then they turned around 
to show that they had no tails.   
 
Our chief gave the strangers balls of cotton thread to bind them to us in friendship.  He 
gave them spears that they might fish and not starve.  He gave them gum-rubber balls for 
sport.  He gave them parrots, too- which made our young men laugh behind their hands 
all over again, knowing it was our chief’s little joke, that the strangers looked like parrots. 
But the strangers behaved almost like human beings, for they laughed too, and gave in 
return tiny smooth balls, the color of sand and sea and sun, strung upon a thread.  And 
they gave hollow shells with tongues that sang chunga-chunga.  And they gave woven 
things that fit upon a man’s head and could cover a boy’s ears. For a while I forgot my 
dream.  For a while I was not afraid. 
 
 
 
 
 
 128 
 
 
Habitats 
Cannon, J. (1993). Stellaluna. New York: Scholastic.    
Word Count: 147   Grade Level: 4.2 
Many, many times that day Mama Bird flew away, always returning with food for her 
babies.  Stellaluna was terribly hungry-but not for the crawly things Mama Bird brought.  
Finally, though, the little bat could bear it no longer.  She climber into the nest, closed her 
eyes, and opened her mouth.  Plop! In dropped a big green grasshopper!   
Stellaluna learned to be like the birds.  She stayed awake all day and slept at night.  She 
ate bugs even though they tasted awful.  Her bat ways were quickly disappearing.  Except 
for one thing: Stellaluna still like to sleep hanging by her feet.   Once, when Mama was 
away, the curious baby birds decided to try it, too. When Mama Bird came home she saw 
eight tine feet gripping the edge of the nest.  “Eeek!” she cried.  “Get back up here this 
instant! You’re going to fall and break your necks!” 
 
Horowitz, R. (2000). Crab moon. Cambridge, MA. Candlewick Press. 
Word Count: 134  Grade Level 3.3 
Daniel reached out one nervous finger.  The tail felt stiff, but not sharp.  He carefully 
lifted the crab.  As her body left the ground, her claws started to snap.  Daniel put her 
down fast.  Then he took a deep breath and reached for her again.  This time, he quickly 
turned the crab over, and gently set her down.  Daniel grinned.  Barnacles and slipper 
shells covered the crab’s back, lie jewels on a crown.  She set off down the beach, 
pausing, and pulling her shell through the sand, quiet as a queen. Slowly and grandly, the 
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crab pulled herself forward. Stepping and pausing, Daniel’s feet felt their way into the 
bay.  He followed until she disappeared.  Then he gave the water one last, long look and 
whispered to his horseshoe crab, “See you next summer.” 
 
Hutts Aston, D., & Long, S. (2007).  A seed is sleepy.  Vancouver, B.C.  Raincoast 
Books.  
Word Count: 142   Grade Level 3.6 
A seed is sleepy.  It lies there, tucked inside its flower, on its cone, or beneath the soil. 
Snug.  Still. A seed is secretive. It does not reveal itself too quickly.  Most seeds sleep 
through a season or two, waiting for the warmer temperatures of spring.  But some take 
their time.  Ten years might pass before the bright red-orange seed of the Texas mountain 
laurel shows its purple blooms.  A seed is fruitful.  Ninety percent of the plants on the 
Earth are flowering plants.  Flowering plants produce fruits-fruits of all shapes and 
textures that keep the seeds cozy until they have found the right place to grow.  Who 
would guess that a seed as small as a freckle would grow into the world’s tallest tree?  
Only ten percent of redwood trees begin as seeds, though.  Most redwood trees spring 
from existing tree.  
 
American Revolution 
 
Griffin, K. (2010). The ride: The legend of betsy dowdy. New York: Simon & Schuster. 
Word Count: 148  Grade Level 2.1 
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Betsy watched them leave to warm their neighbors.  Warning folks wasn’t enough.  The 
redcoats had to be stopped.  No one was going to take away all she loved.  She knew 
Bess could outrun any horse.  They could make the ride.  Betsy stuffed her wool cloak 
and dry socks into an oiled leather bag.  She said her knife into its sheath.  From the 
cupboard, she took her warmest linsey-woolsey shirt.  She tightened the stays on her vest 
and pulled on her leather breeches.  Her hand shook as she wrote “Skinner” on her slate 
for Papa to see.  
Betsy gave a loud whistle and Bess trotted up.  “We need to be strong, Bess,” she said, 
pulling herself up.  “We’re riding for freedom.”  She guided Bess to the channel crossing.   
They paused at the water’s edge.  She couldn’t stop King George.  She couldn’t fight as a 
soldier.  But she could ride.   
 
Moore, K. (1997). If you lived at the time of the American revolution. New York: 
Scholastic.  
Word Count 147   Grade Level:  7.6 
What started the revolution? 
The first settlers in the colonies liked having British help and protection.  British soldiers 
were there to help them fight Native American enemies and to keep other countries, such 
as France and Spain, from invading.  It was like your mother watching over you.  
However, as you grow older, you will want more freedom to make your own decisions.  
That is how many of the colonists felt.  The colonists grew tired of following British 
rules.  England controlled trade and told people where they could settle.  They forced the 
colonists to provide housing and food for the British soldiers sent to protect them.  Since 
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1760, the colonists had also had to pay taxes for the various products.  Under a law called 
the Stamp Act (1765), the colonists had to pay extra money for newspapers, land deeds, 
card games, dice games, and even for graduation diplomas.  
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Appendix E 
Student Fluency Graph 
 
___________________’s Fluency Graph 
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Appendix F 
Literacy Menu 
Literacy Menu 
1. Write a 
summary or 
response to 
the story. 
2. Create a 
filmstrip with 
scenes from 
the book. 
3. Construct 
a 3-D pop-up 
scene. 
 
 
4. Perform a 
tableau with 3 
scenes (3 
friends). 
5. Create a 
timeline for 
events in the 
story. 
6. Write a 
letter to the 
author. 
Search their 
website. 
 
7. Create a 
memory page 
for the class 
Literacy 
Scrapbook. 
8. Design a 
quiz for the 
class. 
9. Write 3 
questions and 
find a quiet 
corner to 
discuss the 
book with a 
friend. 
10. Prepare a 
television 
commercial. 
11. Blog on 
our class 
webpage. 
12. Draw a 
character 
sketch. 
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Appendix G 
Question Generation Sheet 
Name__________________________   Date___________ HB Teacher_____________ 
 
Title of the Story ________________________________________________________ 
 
Think about the story you have read.  What questions can you generate about it?  Make 
sure you have different types of questions! 
 
                             Right there questions: You can find the answer by underlining it in the text.                       
                                                
1. _____________________________________________
_____________________________________________ 
2. _____________________________________________
_____________________________________________
_____________________________________________ 
 
                         Author and You Questions: You need to use your knowledge  
                                          and what you have learned from the text. 
1. ____________________________________________
____________________________________________
____________________________________________ 
2. ____________________________________________
____________________________________________
____________________________________________ 
 
 
                      On Your Own Questions: These are questions are based on your   
                                    experiences.  They should relate to something you have read in the story. 
                                      
1. ____________________________________________
____________________________________________ 
2. ____________________________________________
____________________________________________ 
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Appendix H 
Permission to use Elementary Reading Survey 
 
 136 
 
Appendix I 
Elementary Reading Attitudes Survey 
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Appendix J 
IRB Approval 
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Appendix K 
Repeated Readings Protocol and Rater Form 
Repeated Readings Protocol and Checklist for Raters 
Name of Rater: ________________________________________Place a check on the line if you 
witness the element. 
First reading 
_____1. Background Knowledge : The teacher will activate background knowledge by linking 
familiar concepts to new ideas.  
_____2. Teacher reads the picture book aloud. Title of Book _________________________ 
_____3. Vocab:  Interesting or new/ vocabulary words will be discussed and written on a chart. 
_____4.   Discussion The students and teachers will engage in a discussion of the text, identify 
story elements and _____genre.  
_____5. Question Generation: The teacher encourages the students to generate questions 
about the text. 
_____6. Record: Acting as a scribe, the students’ responses will be written on a chart, 
whiteboard, or electronic whiteboard.  Students may record as well. 
_____7. RR Passage: Following the read aloud, students will receive a short passage, between 
50-500 words, that is taken from the text.  The teacher will direct students’ attention to new 
vocabulary words and ask students to underline vocabulary words or presumed difficult words 
within their text.  Students will be sitting in a group of three or with a partner, and they will 
assist each other in finding, reading, and highlighting words.   
_____8. TIME: Students will time each other for one minute and record the number of words 
read correctly on a student graph.  Students will store their passage in a reading fluency folder. 
Second reading  
_____ 1. Review vocab 
_____ 2. Discuss student questions and student responses. 
_____  3. Question analysis: Teacher discusses right there, author and you, and on your own 
question. 
_____ 4. Teacher rereads a short passage.  
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_____5. Teacher  think aloud. The teacher should model a fluency reading skill such as 
expression and using the context of words to figure out the meaning. The teacher is “thinking 
aloud” as she speaks to the students. 
_____ 6.  Purpose for Reading: Teacher states that students should read for comprehension and 
speed. 
_____  7. RR Passage: Teacher provides an opportunity for students to read their RR passage. 
_____ 8. Literacy Menu, Question Generation: Students work on their literacy menu and 
question generation.  
Third reading   
_____1. Discuss student questions/answers. 
_____ 2. Skill modeling: The teacher models self-correction using a passage from the book. 
_____ 3. Partner Read   
_____4. Partner Read 
_____5. Question Generation Sheet 
_____6. Literacy Menu 
 
Fourth reading    
_____1. Model prediction & summarizing: Using a passage from the book, the teacher models 
prediction and summarizing.      
_____2. Students read passage silently and then with partner. 
_____3. TIME: Students time each other reading the passage. 
Fifth reading    
_____ 1.Students meet in small groups or pairs to discuss question generation. 
_____ 2. Teacher chooses 4-5 Mystery Readers to Read Aloud portions of the text or to share 
work. Teacher may also have a performance or allow students to read their passage to 
younger students, often called “reading buddies. 
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Appendix L 
Fall Reading MAP Norms 
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Appendix M 
Winter Reading MAP Norms 
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Appendix N 
 
ERAS Norms 
 
 
Mid-year percentile ranks for 
students in Grade 3 
Raw Score Total 
Percentile 
Rank 
80 99 
79 98 
78 97 
77 97 
76 96 
75 95 
74 94 
73 92 
72 91 
71 89 
70 86 
69 84 
68 81 
67 79 
66 76 
65 73 
64 70 
63 67 
62 64 
61 61 
60 58 
59 55 
58 51 
57 48 
56 44 
55 41 
54 38 
53 34 
52 31 
51 28 
50 25 
49 23 
48 20 
47 17 
46 15 
 150 
 
45 13 
44 11 
43 9 
42 8 
41 7 
40 6 
39 6 
38 4 
37 3 
36 2 
35 2 
34 2 
33 1 
32 1 
31 0 
30 0 
29 0 
28 0 
27 0 
26 0 
25 0 
24 0 
23 0 
22 0 
21 0 
20 0 
19  
18  
17  
16  
15  
14  
13  
12  
11  
10  
 
 Scores lower than 20 indicated an incomplete survey. 
 
 
 
